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EX PARTE PRESENTATION ORIGINAL

The Honorable Kevin Martin, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

e

Re: Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket No. 01-92; IP-
Enabled Services, WC Docket No. 04-36; Universal Service Contribution Methodology.
WC Docket No. 06-122.

Dear Chairman Martin;

The Nebraska Public Service Commission (NPSC) submits this written ex parte
presentation to voice its concerns with regard to the AT&T and Verizon intercarrier
compensation proposals filed in the above-referenced dockets. The NPSC is already on
record recommending the Commission adopt a comprehensive approach to intercarmer
compensation rather than to adopt an ad hoc approach based on individual carrier
interests.

While AT&T and Verizon have recently filed proposals with the Commission that appear
comprehensive in scope, we have concems that adopting either of these carriers’
proposals would leave the areas served by rural carriers in peril. The proposals submitted
by AT&T and Verizon, which recommend a $.0007 terminating access rate for all price
cap and rate-of-return carriers, would undermine the cost recovery mechanisms for many
carriers. While the Verizon proposal creates a new Replacement Mechanism to provide
support to carriers that lose access revenues as a result of the plan, the proposal does not
quantify the amount of support that would be needed nor does it discuss the funding
source for the new support mechanism. Given that the Commission has recently imposed
an interim cap on the high-cost universal service support for competitive eligible
telecommunications carriers due to rapid growth in the fund and the need for excessive
contributions from consumers to pay for this fund growth, it seems unlikely that a new
support mechanism that would likely require large and growing contributions will be
established. It appears that the AT&T proposal would leave carriers without a way to
recoup intercarrier compensation losses. We believe a more rational approach to
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intercarrier compensation reform would fairly take into account the economies of scale
and scope of the affected carriers and would eliminate the “one size fits all” ideology.

The NPSC disagrees with Verizon’s September 19, 2008, ex parte which purports to give
a legal rationale for adopting the reform plan Verizon filed. Simply put, we don’t agree
with Verizon’s basis for preemption of state commission intrastate access ratemaking
authority. Verizon’s interpretation of the Commission’s authority would render 47
UU.S.C. 8 152(b) a complete nulity. Such intrastate matters are “fenced off” from FCC
regulation. See Louisiana Pub. Ser. Comm’n v. FCC, 476 U.S. 355, 106 S.Ct. 1890, 90
L.Ed.2d 396 (1986). Moreover, the impossibility exception is a narrow one. Louisiana,
476 U.S. at 375-76 n. 4, 106 S. Ct at 1902 n. 4. Verizon’s strained interpretation extends
this doctrine far beyond the confines of the Yonage decision it references in support of its
preemption argument.

In addition to the legal shortcomings, the AT&T and Verizon proposals go far beyond the
issues of the ISP Remand Order. Intercarrier compensation reform deserves a purposeful,
dedicated review and should not be added as an afterthought to rulings on other issues.
Commissioners should bear in mind that the proposed $.0007 rate is extremely
controversial and the burden of such a ruling would fall largely on the small and mid-
sized telecommunications carriers and the rural customers they serve. In turn, these
charges will be passed through to rural consumers. Pressures leading to higher local rates
on rural customers may make it difficult for the Commission to comply with its
requirement f¢ maintain reasonably comparable rates among the states. Such pressure on
local rates may also spur more migration to wireless making wired service less affordable
In comparison.

As a practical matter, however, wireless is not yet a reliable service in rural areas.
Wireless build-out is still occurring with the assistance of federal and state universal
service funds. In Nebraska there are many rural areas which have no service or
unreliable service. The need for better wireless service is confirmed from the
applications received to date for support from the NPSC’s dedicated wireless universal
service fund program.

Broadband networks are also at risk. Cost recovery for all carriers is especially critical in
today’s uncertain era of market instability and potential regulatory reform. It is even
more critical for rural carriers who expand broadband coverage while struggling to meet
their carrier-of-last-resort responsibilities. Forcing the type of change demanded by
Verizon’s and AT&T’s proposals at a financrally tumultuous time for consumers is a
burden that should not be imposed. There are too many unknowns at this time to risk a
policy mistake.

Please consider shelving the proposed $.0007 reform idea and other eleventh-hour
attempts to craft national policy that would shift the burden of providing rural
telecommunications service squarely on the backs of rural consumers. The responsibility
for oversight of intrastate cost-based rates should be left to state regulatory officials so
that we can continue to safeguard consumers’ interests in our states.




As previously stated, wireless is not all pervasive or dependable in many rural areas. Qur
government should not add the risk of additional costs and possibly jeopardize consumer
access to public safety and commerce because of unreliable service nor should it risk
being out of compliance with federal law that dictates comparable services at comparable
rates. We urge you to set aside the proposals and to continue to safeguard consumers’
mterests in our nation.

Sincerely,
e - é"j/é %‘L ‘.AA_"& »

Anne C. Boyle Frank E. Landis
District 2 District 1
Chair Vice Chairman

-

im Schram

District 3

M K2

Gerald L. Vap
District 5

cc: Commissioner Copps,
Commissioner Adelstein,
Commissioner Tate,
Commissioner McDowell,
Congressman Jeff Fortenberry,
Congressman Lee Terry,
Congressman Adran M. Smith,
Senator Chuck Hagel,

Senator E. Benjamin Nelson,
Governor Dave Heineman,
Senator Deb Ficcher,

OPASTCO,

NTA,

ITTA,

Rural Alliance,

NTCA,

Pete Larson, Omaha World Herald
Nancy Hicks, Lincoln Journal-Star
Dick Piersol, Lincoln Journal-Star
Jamie Wenz, KOLN/KGIN
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Federal Communications Commission (202) 393-7113
445 12» Street, SW

Portals 11, Room TW-A325
Washington, DC 20554 EX PARTE NOTICE

jeffrey.s.lanning@embarq.com

Re: High-Cost Universal Service Support, WC Docket No. (05-337; Federal-State Joint
Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45; Developing a Unified Intercarrier
Compensation Regime, CC Docket No. 01-92; Petition for Waiver of Embarg, WC
Docket No. 08-160.

Dear Ms Dortch:

Yesterday, September 30, 2008, David Bartlett and 1, representing Embarg. met with
Greg Orlando. Legal Advisor to Commissioner Deborah Taylor Tate. and Scott Bergmann,
Legal Advisor to Commissioner Jonathan M Adelstein. We discussed the Broadband and
Carrier-of-Last-Resort Solution filed by Embarq in the above-referenced proceedings. We
also discussed several guidelines for intercarrier compensation.

Embarq suggested that, whether as a part of comprehensive intercarrier conmpensation.
in response to the Recommended Decision of the Federal-State Joint Board. or as a stand-
alone action, the Commission could take several readily-achievable steps 1o substantially
improve high-cost support and create a stable foundation for the federal USF. In particular,
Embarq summarized a proposal whereby the Commission could stimulate substantial new
broadband deployment, stabilize support for CoLLR universal service. and create a more-stable
foundation for further reform of USF without increasing overall support levels.

Embarq explained that its proposal—the Broadband and Carrier-of-Last-Resort
Solution (BCS)—would solve these problems. The basic pnnciple is that price-cap study
areas should be converted to more targeted USF support on a wire center basis because
implicit support (through study area averaging) does not work for consumers in those areas.
Embarq’s presentation and the discussion covered the points, and was consistent with,
Embarg has made previously in filings in the aforementioned dockets. In sum, the BCS
sohution would:

(1) stimulate substantial new broadband deployment;
(2} stabilize support for carrier of iast resort (CoLR) universal service;

(3} make substantial progress on the recommendations of the Joint Board and this
Commission in the three NPRMs issued last fall;

{(4) comply with the remand by the Untted States Court of Appeals for the 10™ Circuit;



(5) create a more-stable foundation for further reform of USF; and
(6) do all of this without increasing overall USF support levels.
Embarg made several additional points during the meeting. In summary, Embarg:

* Explained the benefits of both its waiver petition to permit unification of interstate and
intrastate access rates and the ITTA intercarrier compensation plan. both of which
recognize the need for higher intercarrier compensation rates in rural areas that are
more closely aligned with the actual costs of terminating traffic in those jurisdictions
If the Commission mandates intercarrier compensation rates that are substantially
below-cost, it should be expected that this will generate new arbitrage opportunities,
and schemes as arbitrage is aimed at exploiting disparities between rates and costs.

*  Demonstrated that the Commission should not and cannot legally mandate any unified
rate lower than the cost-based rates specified in section 252(d)(2) for the transport and
termination of telecommunications.

¢ Argued that the Commission does have the legal authority to preempt intrastate access
charges to the extent they are different from interstate access charges, provided those
revenue strcams are preserved and directed to the affected state through another
mechanism. Embarqg explained, however, that the Commission does not have
jurisdiction to mandate reductions in intrastate access revenue streams.

» Explained that the Commission cannot ignore the competitive and financial impact of
carrier-of-last-resort (CoLLR) obligations when considering intercarrier compensation
and universal service reform. While state commissions may make the initial decisions
regarding Col.R obligations, approximately 25% of the cost of CoLR service is
assigned to the federal jurisdiction. Accordingly, the Commission does have a share
of the responsibility for ensuring that carriers are afforded a reasonable opportunity to
recover the cost of fulfilling Col.R mandates.

» Demonstrated that subscriber line charges (SLCs) increases are not in the public
interest where SLCs are at or near SLC caps (which is the case in many of Embarg’s
study areas). This is s0 because such increases would contribute to the cost of CoLR
obligations in a manner that is competitively biased in favor of providers exempt from
CoLR obligations and vnfair to consumers that choose service from a CoLR.

Pursunant to Section 1.1206(b} of the Commission’s rules, one copy of this electronic
notice is being filed in each of the above-referenced dockets. Please contact me if you have
any questions or need anything else.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey S Lanning

cc: Scott Bergmann
Greg Orlando
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Via ECFS

Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Re:  'Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket
No. 01-92; IP-Enabled Services, WC Docket No. 04-36

EX PARTE
Dear Ms. Dortch:

We write on behalf of NuVox to highlight NuVox’s concerns with the unitary
terminating access rate of $0.0007 per minute-of-use proposed by Verizon, AT&T and others.'
While NuVox supports the Federal Communications Commission’s (“Commission” or “FCC™)
adoption of a uniform rate for traffic termination that would apply to all traffic within the federal
jurisdiction at the end of a set transition period, the rate selected must be legally sustainable and
competitively neutral. The Commission must reject the $0.0007 rate currently proposed because
it is neither.

Simply put, the Verizon Plan’s $0.0007 rate 1s too low — it is far below cost and it
stands to displace far too much revenue, leaving competitive LECs worse off than other LECs.
As the attached Declaration of Michael Starkey demonstrates, research performed by
independent consultants at 3S1 indicates that cost-based voice termination rates approved by
state commissions average (using a raw or weighted average) about 4 times greater than the
current $0.0007 rate set by the FCC for ISP-bound traffic. Likewise, QSI’s analysis indicates

: E.g., Verizon Proposal for Intercarrier Compensation Reform, attached to Letter from

Susanne Guyer, Senior Vice President, Verizon, to Kevin Martin, Chairman, I'ederal
Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed Sept. 12, 2008) (“Verizon
Plan™).
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that even under the most favorable network conditions, NuVox cannot originate or terminate
switched voice traffic at costs equal to or less than $0.0007 per minute. As Mr. Starkey explains
in his declaration, NuVox’s costs on a per minute-of-use basis are many times higher than
$0.0007 per minute, using a TSLRIC-compliant methodology and factoring in the latest IP soft-
switch technology.

Moreover, as proposed, the FCC’s imposition of the $0.0007 rate on NuVox and
likely other similarly situated carriers would violate the Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment
to the United States Constitution. It is not enough for the Commission to simply instruct NuVox
and other similarly situated competitors to recover the remainder of their costs and lost revenues
by raising rates to end user customers. If, as proposed by Verizon, these carriers are barred from
partaking in a “Recovery Mechanism” designed to offset lost access revenues not recoverable
directly from end users, the result will be unlawful.

In addition to these legal infirmities, the imposition of below-cost rates in the
manner proposed by Verizon and others would deviate from sound public policy by (a) tilting the
competitive “playing field” further in favor of incumbent LECs, especially the Bells and their
wireless affiliates, (b} discouraging investment in robust alternative networks by facilities-based
competitors, and (c) creating new arbitrage opportunities.

For all of these reasons, explained more fully below and as supported by the
attached Declaration of Michael Starkey, NuVox respectfully submits that a unified federal
terminating access rate cannot be set lawfully at $0.0007, as proposed by Verizon and others.

L. The Proposed Unified Termination Rate of $0.0007
Does Not Reflect the Cost of Terminating Traffic

Those that propose the $0.0007 unified termination rate tell the Commission to
chose this rate not based on the merits of the rate itself but rather because, in their estimation, the
Commission can.

> The ISP Remand Order Does Not Provide a Legally Sustainable Basis
for Imposing a Unified $0.0007 Termination Rate

Verizon asserts that the Commussion can adopt the $0.0007 rate because “$0.0007
per minute is already the default rate” set by the Commission for ISP-bound traffic, See Verizon
Sept. 19 Ex Parte at 30. This assertion provides no justification for choosing the $0.0007 rate.
Yet, Verizon avers that “{e]xtending that rate to the remaining traffic routed over the PSTN
provides the most straightforward way for the Commission to reach a single, unified intercarrier
compensation regime.” Id. at 31. While doing so would in a sense be straightforward, the
reasoning to support such action would be circular. Indeed, it is difficult to perceive how making

DCOV/HEIT/ 3545285
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a decision simply on the basis of it being “straightforward” would satisfy the Commussion’s
obligation to engage in rational decision making.

Perhaps realizing that its proffered justification provides no sound legal
justification, Verizon reminds the Commission of why it adopted the $0.0007 rate for the
termination of ISP-bound traffic. Id. (citing ISP Remand Order 4 85). According to Verizon, the
Commission’s ISP Remand Order establishes that “evidence that “carriers have agreed to rates’
for intercarrier compensation — through voluntary, arms-length negotiations — constitutes
substantial evidence that the rates are just and reasonable.” Id. (citing ISP Remand Order Y 85).
That order, however, was remanded, WorldCom v. FCC, 288 F.3d 429 (D.C. Cir. 2002), and is
the subject of a recent DC Circuit writ of mandamus. In re: Core Communications, Inc., No. 07-
1446 (D.C. Cir. July 8, 2008). Building on this uncertain premise, Verizon states that the
“$0.0007 rate is consistent with [its} more recent experience in negotiating agreements with
competing LECs.” Id. Of course it is; if the Commission orders rates to go down, barring a
court mjunction, rates will go down and those rates will be included in interconnection
agreements. Nevertheless, Venzon asserts that this is evidence of a “continued” trend toward
lower intercarrier compensation rates.” The value of this assertion is doubtful, however, as
Verizon fails to acknowledge or account for all of the “voluntarily negotiated” interconnection
agreements that incorporate state commission-set TELRIC reciprocal compensation rates that are
higher — typically multiple times higher — than the $0.0007 rate.

> Verizon’s Voluntary Interexchange Traffic Agreements
Indicate that $0.0007 Is Not the Market Rate

Notably, Verizon fails to disclose examples more on point. One such example
appears 1in a filing made on behalf of a rural competitive LEC on September 26, 2008 in WC
Docket No. 07-135. A copy of that filing is attached hereto. As explained in the filing, Verizon
agreed to pay a going-forward single composite terminating access rate of $0.014 per minute-of-
use. Omnilel Sept. 26 Ex Parte at 4. This rate is 20 times higher than the $0.0007 rate and, as
OmniTel explains, 1s “comparable to typical access charges (inclusive of local switching,
transport, and other applicable charges) that apply currently for carriers entitled to bill at NECA

The Commission should question seriously the need for it to order a result that Venizon
avers is occurring naturally in the market. In this case, the repeated occurrences of
voluntary agreements for the $0.0007 rate can hardly be considered a natural
phenomenon. Verizon’s ability to negotiate “voluntarily” for the $0.0007 rate has much
to do with the Commuission’s ISP Remand Order, Verizon’s ability to extract concessions
from camiers from which it withholds significant amounts of intercarrier compensation
through the use of self help, and the desire of many carriers to avoid litigation simply by
agreeing to whatever Verizon proposes. Thus, Verizon’s categorical characierization of
such agreements as being voluntary ignores the reality that the result is often unavoidable
and 1s sometimes forced.

DCOVHEIT)/354529.5
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Band 1 rates.” Jd. (footnote omitted). Moreover, as OmniTel further explains, “ft]his rate is
based on expectations from both Verizon and [OmniTel] that OmniTel will continue provide
services to entities like conference call companies and chat line companies, whose own
customers generate large amounts of interexchange traffic terminated by OmmTel.” Id. Thus,
the $0.014 rate is a rate that Verizon voluntarily agreed to apply to large volume terminating
access providers engaged in what it characterizes as “traffic pumping.””

> Commission Precedent Does Not Support
Adoption of the $0.0007 Rate

Verizon also attempts to support the $0.0007 rate by pointing to a pair of orders in
which the Commission, in other contexts, has addressed what constitutes a just and reasonable
rate. See Verizon Sept. 19 Ex Parte at 31 (citing the Commission’s ACS Forbearance Order and
Triennial Review Order). According to Verizon, these two orders stand for the proposition that
“rates set through market-based negotiations are just and reasonable rates.” fd. Venzon does not
and cannot explain how this rationale translates into a scenario wherein the Commission borrows
such a rate and imposes it involuntarily on all carriers and for all types of traffic. The very fact
that Verizon’s rate proposal comes coupled with a “Recovery Mechanism™ and is designed to be
revenue neutral for some (but not all) carriers provides all the evidence needed for the
Commission to conclude that it could not rationally pronounce the rate to be just and reasonable
for all carriers and for all traffic.

> Case Law Does Not Support
Adoption of the $0.0007 Rate

The court cases Verizon relies on provide no more support fro the $0.0007 rate.
See Verizon Sept. 19 Ex Parte at 31 (citing lllinois Public Telecomms., Elizabethtown Gas and
Morgan Stanley). These cases rely on rates “‘set out in a freely negotiated ... contract’,” and do
not suggest that a rate retains its just and reasonable nature when, at Verizon’s behest, 1t 1s
plucked from a contract by the Commission and imposed involuntarily on all.

> Verizon’s “Experiences” Do Not Support
Adoption of the $0.0007 Rate

Verizon rounds-out its case for the $0.0007 rate with two additional assertions
regarding its own corporate experience with the rate. First, Verizon claims that “Verizon

3 In its filing, OmniTel makes clear that its position 1s that the Commission need not take

any action in 07-135, but that, if it does, the NECA-Band 1-like $0.014 terminating
access rate agreed to by Venzon could serve as a just and reasonable rate when traffic
exceeds 2,000 minutes of use per month for each access line. /4. The just and reasonable
rate would be higher for lower volumes of traffic.
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Wireless’s experience is that most intraMTA traffic is now exchanged pursuant to the rate
caps.” Verizon Sept. 19 Ex Parte at 30 (emphasis added). The meaning and importance of this
statement is anything but clear. A statement that vague has no probative value whatsoever.
Similarly, Verizon claims that its “experience is that a substantial portion of wireline
intraexchange traffic is being terminated at rates at or below the rate caps.” Verizon Sept. 19 Ex
Parte at 30 (emphasis added). This similarly vague statement is also of little evidentiary value.
Indeed, these statements appear to be significant not for what they say but rather for what they
fail to say. Verizon evidently is unable to state that (a) Verizon Wireless exchanges any
interMTA traffic at the $0.0007 rate, or (b) Venizon exchanges any wireline interexchange
traffic at the $0.0007 rate. Moreover, it appears to be the case that Verizon exchanges most
wireline intraexchange traffic at rates that exceed the $0.0007 rate. In sum, Verizon provides
no evidence whatsoever that it or its wireless affiliate exchange any meaningful amount of
interexchange or interMTA traffic at the proposed $0.0007 rate.

> Sprint’s Analysis and Data Are Flawed

Additional efforts to bolster the $0.0007 rate proposal also come up short.
Sprint’s recent filing suggesting that the $0.0007 rate is more generous than the weighted
average of state commission ordered reciprocal compensation rates is fatally flawed. Sprint Sept.
26 Ex Parte at 1 and Sprint Sept. 26 Ex Parte White Paper at 1-3. First, Sprint ignores the
tandem switching component of teciprocal compensation, an omission which 1s unjustified for a
number of reasons, not the least of which being that 1t is built into Venzon’s proposed $0.0007
rate. Second, Sprint’s filing is not based on a reliable survey of state commission ordered
TELRIC compliant reciprocal compensation rates. In a number of states, for example, Sprint
incorporated UUNE local switching rather than reciprocal compensation rates in its analysis. In
some states, the information used by Sprint 1s simply outdated. In any event, a more reliable
analysis based upon more accurate information is provided herewith in the Declaration of
Michael Starkey and the supporting materials attached thereto. As indicated above, Mr.
Starkey’s analysis shows that the weighted average of state reciprocal compensation rates is
$0.0027 — a rate that is about 4 times greater than the $0.0007 rate.

» The $0.0007 Rate Does Not Represent the Cost of Terminating
Interexchange Traffic on an Advanced Network

Finally, it 1s important to note that the ${.0007 rate does not reflect NuVox’s cost
of terminating traffic.* QSI’s analysis indicates that even under the most favorable network

Other filers have expressed a similar view. See NTCA Sept. 18 Ex Parte at 1 and 4-5
(asserting that imposition of the $0.0007 rate on rate of return carriers would violate the
Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution); Windstream Sept. 24 Ex
Parte at 2 (arguing that the $0.0007 rate would result in a windfall for current access
payers and undentnine the deployment of broadband in rural areas); NECA Sept. 11 Ex
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conditions, NuVox cannot originate or terminate switched voice traffic at costs equal to or less
than $0.0007 per minute. As Mr. Starkey explains in his declaration, NuVox’s costs on a per
minute-of-use basis are many times higher than $0.0007 per minute, using a TSLRIC-compliant
methodology and factoring in the latest IP soft-switch technology.

IL As Proposed, the FCC’s Imposition of the $0.0007 Rate on NuVox and
Other Similarly Situated Carriers Would Be Unlawful

In defense of its uniform $0.0007 termination rate proposal, Verizon also claims
that “there is no merit to NTCA’s claim that the Takings Clause in the Fifth Amendment to the
Constitution prevents the Commission from establishing a $0.0007 per minute rate for all traffic
that is routed to the PSTN.” Verizon Sept. 19 Ex Parte at 33-34 (citing NCTA Aug. 22 Ex Parte
at 2, 3-4). Verizon cites Hope Natural Gas’, in support of its contention. Yet, it is the teaching
of this seminal case that shows that the imposition of the $0.0007 rate, as proposed, would
violate the Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment with respect to NuVox and other competitive
LLECs.

Parte at 1 (“Filed NECA data shows proposed $.0007/minute rate doesn’t even cover poll
members’ cost of billing, let alone network costs...Mandatory below-cost rates are likely
to result in network abuse, new forms of uneconomic arbitrage, and unnecessary legal
challenges™); CenturyTel Sept. 19 Ex Parte at 4 (“Using an unrealistic national rate, such
as $0.0007, is below cost, fails to protect rural consumers, and displaces costs on other
consumers”).

Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Co. City of Cleveland, 320 U.S. 591,
602 (1544).

DCOIHEIT}354529.5
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» Imposition of the $0.6007 Rate on NuVox and Other
Similarly Situated Carriers Would Violate the
Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment

Under Hope Natural Gas and related Supreme Court cases, the FCC’s imposition
of the $0.0007 rate on NuVox and other similarly situated carriers would violate the Takings
Clause of the Fifth Amendment because imposition of the rate, as proposed, would be
confiscatory and not just and reasonable. In Hope Natural Gas, the Supreme Court explained
that whether a rate is “confiscatory’” or “just and reasonable” is evaluated m light of the effect of
a rate setting deciston in its entirety. Hope Natural Gas, 320 U.S. at 602. The Court explained
that when considering an appeal of a rate order, the Court considers

whether that order ‘viewed in its entirety’ meets the requirements
of the [relevant underlying] Act. . .. Under the statutory standard
of ‘just and reasonable’ it is the result reached not the method
employed which is controlling. ... Itis not the theory but the
impact of the rate order which counts. If the total effect of the rate
order cannot be said to be unjust and unreasonable, judicial inquiry
under the [relevant underlying] Act is at an end. The fact that the
methods employed to reach that result may contain mfirmities is
not then important.

Id. The Court provided additional guidance for considering whether a rate is just and reasonable
in explaining that an investor

has a legitimate concern with the financial integrity of the
company whose rates are being regulated. From the investor or
company point of view it is important that there be enough revenue
not only for operating expenses but also for the capital costs of the
business. . . . By that standard the retum to the equity owner should
be commensurate with refurns on investnents in other enterprises
having corresponding risks. That return, moreover, should be
sufficient to assure confidence in the financial integrity of the
enterprise, so as to maintain its credit and to attract capital.

Id at 603. Thus, n determining whether the $0.0007 rate would be confiscatory, the
Commission — and any Court that mmght review the Commission’s order — would assess the
impact of the order as a whole on carriers such as NuVox. Here, the imposition of the $0.0007
terminating access rate in combination with the exclusion of competitive LECs from the
Recovery Mechamism would be confiscatory with respect to NuVox and its investors. In such a
scenario, NuVox would be among a class of LECs excluded from make-whole subsidy
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mechanisms designed to cover access charge revenue reductions that cannot be recovered
directly from end users. Like most competitors, NuVox directly competes on price and, for that
reason, NuVox cannot be expected to recover from its end user customers more of the access
revenue loss that would be created by the Commission’s adoption of a uniform $0.0007
termination rate than the incambent LECs, with which NuVox competes, collect from their end
user customers. The resulting disparity would certainly put NuVox at a tremendous competitive
disadvantage vis-a-vis the incumbent L.LECs and would threaten NuVox’s ability to attract capital
and would deprive NuVox of revenues needed not only to finance existing operations but also
for broadband and other facilities investments. Accordingly, adoption of the $0.0007 rate n the
manner proposed would threaten the “financial integrity” of NuVox and deprive its investors of
conmmensurate returns.

In sum, it is not enough for the Commission to simply instruct NuVox and other
similarly situated competitors to recover the remainder of their costs and lost revenues by raising
rates to end user customers. If these carriers are barred from partaking in subsidy mechanisms
designed to offset lost access revenues not recoverable directly from end users, the result will
violate the Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment.

III. Imposition of Below-Cost Rates in the Manner Proposed
Would Deviate from Sound Public Policy

The public policy justifications Verizon offers in support of a uniform $0.0007
are no more compelling than its legal arguments.

> Adoption of the Below-Cost $0.0007 Rate Will Create More Arbitrage
Opportunities than Would Adoptien of a Cost-Based Rate

Venzon claims that applying the $0.0007 per minute rate to all traffic on the
PSTN will limit arbitrage. Verizon Sept. 19 Ex Parte at 32. But this would be true with respect
to any uniform rate. Service providers no longer would have the same incentive to disguise
traffic because such efforts would not change the applicable rate. See id. The point Verizon
misses, however, is that the Commission would provide more opportunities for arbitrage by
ordering the dramatically below-cost $0.0007 termination rate than it would if it selected a
uniform termination rate that more closely reflected costs. Any rate set below cost will stimulate
demand artificially. Simply put, below-cost termination rates would (a) create artificial
incentives to seck out customers that generate disproportionate amounts of outbound traffic and
(b) reward carriers such as YXCs and over-the-top VoIP providers that do not invest in local
network facilities and can free ride the networks built by others.

Verizon also asserts that “arbitrage opportunitics that depend upon high, one-way

volumes of traffic — such as traffic pumping and serving ISPs exclusively — become
uneconomical when the per minute rate for such calls is $0.0007 or less.” Id. Verizon provides
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no basis for this assertion. Instead, Venizon provides a mathematical exposition comparing the
impact of a $0.0007 per minute rate and a $0.125 per minute rate. Jd. at 32-33. Butsucha
comparison is meaningless without reference to cost. Only when revenues are compared to costs
is it possible to determine whether it is uneconomical to serve certain types of customers.

> Adoption of the Below-Cost $0.0007 Rate Will Discourage
Investment in Broadband and Competitive Networks

In addition to ignoring the inescapable conclusion that setting a uniform
termination rate at a below-cost rate will create more arbitrage opportunities than would the
setting of a uniform rate at cost-based levels, Verizon ignores other ways in which its $0.0007
rate proposal flies in the face of sound public policy. Mandating below-cost termination rates
discourages investment in robust altemative networks by NuVox and other similarly situated
carriers.® When carriers are unable to recover the cost of providing service, they have no
incentive fo invest in the facilities needed to provide the service. For years, the Commission has
pursued a policy of fostering investment in competitive facilities.” Verizon offers no compelling
reason for the Commission to reverse course.

» Adoption of the Below-Cost $0.0007 Rate Will Provide IXCs and
Over-the-Top Interconnected VoIP Providers with a Free Ride

Verizon’s proposal seemingly is based on the false supposition that all
participants have invested in local terminating networks, and thus will share equally in the
burden of terminating traffic. But that simply is not true. Many IXCs seek to terminate large
volumes of interexchange traffic but provide little or no local termination services of their own.
And over-the-top interconnected VolIP providers seek to terminate traffic at the lowest cost while
investing nothing in providing terminating facilities for calls inbound to their customers.
Providing these industry segments with a “free ride” sends the wrong economic signals and is
contrary to sound public policy.

Cf. Windstream Sept. 23 Ex Parte at 1 (stating that “[m}aterial reductions in terminating
[access] revenues will actually make it more difficult, not less. .. to invest in additional
broadband deployment™).

E.g., Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets, 14 FCC
Red 12673, 9 1 (1999) (initiating a rulemaking “to consider certain actions to facilitate
the development of competitive telecommunications networks™); Developing a Unified
Intercarrier Compensation Regime, Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 20 FCC
Red 4685, 9 31 (2005) (stating that “one of the Commission’s most important policies is
to promote facilities-based competition”).
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» Adoption of the Verizon Plan Will Tilt the Competitive
Playing Field Further In Faver of Incumbent LECs

Finally, the Commission long has sought to level the playing field for both inter-
and intramodal competitors.® Imposition of the Verizon Plan, including the Plan’s uniform
$0.0007 termination rate and incumbent LEC-only Recovery Mechamism, will ilt the playing
field decidedly in favor of incumbent LECs and leaves competitive LECs at a distinct
competitive disadvantage. Competitive LECs cannot be expected to compete effectively for
customers from whom they must attempt to recover costs that their incumbent LEC competitors
can recover from a slush fund financed in part by competitive LEC contributions.

Conclusion

For all of the forgoing reasons, as supported by the attached Declaration of
Michael Starkey, NuVox respectfully submits that a unified federal terminating access rate
cannot be set lawfully at the $0.0007 rate proposed by Venzon and others.

Respectfully submitted,

Brad E. Mutschelknaus
Genevieve Morelli

John J. Heitmann

KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LLP
3050 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20007

cc: Nicholas G. Alexander
Amy Bender
Scott Bergmann

See, e.g., Appropriate Framework for Broadband Access 1o the Internet over Wireline
Facilities, 20 FCC Rcd 14853, § 3 (2005) (seeking to “promote the availability of
competitive broadband Internet access services to consumers, via multiple platforms,
while ensuring adequate incentives are in place to encourage the deployment and
innovation of broadband platforms consistent with our obligations and mandates under
the Act™).
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of )
)
Developing a Unifted Intercarrier } CC Docket No. 01-92
Compensation Regime )
)
IP-Enabled Services )  WC Docket No. 04-36
)
October 2, 2008

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL STARKEY

I, Michael Starkey, on oath, state and depose as follows:

I. INTRODUCTION

1. My name is Michael Starkey. I currently serve as the President of QSI
Consulting, Inc. (hereafter “QSI”). I have been asked by NuVox
Communications (“NuVox™) to comment on two issues related to inter-canier
compensation proposals currently being considered by the Federal
Communications Commission (“FCC”). First, [ have been asked to provide
the results of QSI research aimed at gathering cost-based rates currently
approved by state utility commissions for traffic passed between
mterconnected carriers pursuant to 47 C.F.R. §51.711. Second, I have been
asked to provide preliminary results from a cost model QS constructed on
NuVox’s behalf to evaluate costs it incurs in originating and/or {erminating

switched voice traffic.
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State commissions in fulfilling their responsibility to review and approve cost-
based, symmeirical reciprocal compensation rates for certified local exchange
carriers to use in terminating local traffic have almost unanimously approved
rates substantially in excess of $0.0007. QSI’s research indicates that cost-
based voice termination rates approved by state commissions average about 4
times the current $0.0007 rate set by the FCC for Internet Service Provider
(“ISP”)-bound traffic.

Likewise, QSI’s analysis indicates that even under the most favorable network
conditions, NuVox cannot originate or terminate switched voice traffic at
costs equal to or less than $0.0007 per minute. Indeed, even in its most cost-
favorable market NuVox incurs direct costs equal to at least [BEGIN

PROPRIETARY

END PROPRIETARY] The table below provides a reasonable estimate of
the costs NuVox incurs on a per-minute-of-use (“MQOU”) basis to provide
switched voice services (including, among others, switched access, local

calling and reciprocal local traffic-exchange):[BEGIN PROPRIETARY

END PROPRIETARY]
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BACKGROUND

I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Economics from Missouri State
University in 1991. 1 have been a consultant specializing in
telecommunications since 1 co-founded Competitive Strategies Group, Inc. in
1996. I later co-founded QSI Consulting, Inc. (“QSI”) in 1999 and have been
employed as its President ever since. Prior to 1996, 1 was employed by the
Maryland Public Service Commission as the Director of its
Telecommumications Division. My responsibilities included managing the
Commission’s Teleconununications Staff of engineers, economists, tariff
analysts and other specialists tasked as the Commission’s primary advisors on
all issues related to telecommunications. I joined the Maryland Commission
staff in 1994 from the Illinois Commerce Commission where I served as the
Office of Policy and Planning’s Senior Telecommunications Analyst. I began
my professional career with the Missouri Public Service Comumission as a
Senior Economist within the Commission’s Telecommunications Department,
Utihity Operations Division. Since 1996 T have assisted more than one
hundred ndividual telecommunications clients including local exchange
carriers (“LECs”), interexchange carniers (“IXCs”), ISPs, equipment
manufactures, state commissions and public advocates. Attached as Exhibit 1
hercto is my curriculum vitae which provides more detailed information

regarding my background.
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QSI is a consulting firm specializing in the areas of economic analysis and
regulated industries. QSI assists clients in numerous areas within the
telecommunications industry ranging from Interconnection Agreement
(“ICA™) negotiations, technical support, complex econometric analysis and
public policy. A large portion of QSI's core practice focuses on cost analysis
within the communications mdustry. For example, QSI regularly builds cost
studies for its clients and likewise critigues, where necessary, cost studies
filed by other carniers. As an example, QSI is often hired by state public
utility commissions to evaluate cost studies filed by various carriers.” Over
the past 17 years I have personally been involved in more than 100 projects
where I was tasked with reviewing costs incurred by various
telecommunications companies as they provision telecommunications
services. My prior analysis includes reviewing costs incurred by every major
incumbent LEC (“ILEC”) in the nation, competitive LECs (“CLECs™),

wireless carriers, cable television/telephone companies and others.”.

' As an example, I am currently assigned as the Project Manager for QSI’s involvement in the Public
Service Commission of the District of Columbia’s Docket No. 1040-T-62 wherein QSI has been tasked
with reviewing cost studies filed by Verizon D.C. in support of various E911 rates. QSI has provided this
type of, or similar, cost analysis assistance to approximately 10 different state utility commissions in the

* I have personally been involved (and QSI Consulting, Inc. has been involved as a group) in reviewing
cost analysis submitted by every major incumbent local exchange carrier in the nation including AT&T and
its subsidiaries, Qwest, Verizon, Embarg, Centurytel, etc. I have also been privy to substantial cost
mformation compiled by QSI’s clients in the form of formal cost studies and informal cost analysis.
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STATE APPROVED LOCAL TERMINATION RATES

QSI participates regularly in state public utility commission proceedings
aimed at establishing cost based rates for unbundled network elements
(“UNE”) and interconnection services offered by ILECs. Relying upon our
familiarity with state-approved cost-based rates, NuVox asked us to compile
rates from various state utility commissions in order to better understand the
voice-related costs per MOU currently approved by state commissions for
local traffic termination. The results of our analysis are included in
Attachment 1 to this declaration. Qur analysis indicates that state
commissions have, on a near unanimous basis, approved cost-based traffic
termination rates well in excess of $0.0007 per MOU. Indeed, the simple
average of approved rates across approximately 40 junisdictions equals
$0.0029 per minute, more than 4 times $0.0007. The weighed average of
those rates (using relative access lines as the weighting mechanism), equals

$0.0027 per minute.’

NUVOX COST STUDY

In Jarmary 2008 QS8I was engaged by NuVox to build an economic model
capable of estimating costs it incurs in supporting switched voice services.
After nearly 5 months of direct interaction with NuVox’s engineers,
accountants and financial experts, QSI delivered to NuVox its Network Usage
Cost Assessment {“NUCA”) tool. NUCA is a costing tool developed by QSI

for purposes of identifying usage-related costs incurred by its

* See Exhibit 2 attached hereto.
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telecommunications chients. NUCA adheres to the Total Service Long Run
Incremental Cost (“TSLRIC”) methodology discussed by the FCC 1n its Local
Competition Order.* NUCA is not a “proxy” cost model which aggregates
broad, industry-wide metrics for purposes of identifying costs. Instead,
NUCA is a series of spreadshect tools used by QSI's experts to gather
substantial company-specific data for purposes of developing highly
individualized company-specific costs. QSI’s experts work with company
engineers, accountants and other company subject matter experts (“SME”)
over a number of months to gather substantiai data related to:

(a) the network architecture employed by the company,

{b) specifics related to its traffic-flow and the manner by which

transport and switching capacity are employed to meet customer

demands, as well as,

(c) the individual resources required to build, maintain, manage

and grow its network.

8. The general results of the NUCA model when populated with NuVox specific
data are provided in the table above. While costs do vary by market based
upon numerous variables {inchuding demand charactenistics, network
concentration and other factors), the results above provide a good indication

of NuVox’s per-MOU costs, on average, across its region specific to any type

* See fmplementation of the Local Competition Provisions af the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-
98, First Report and Order, 11 FCC Red 15499, 15509, 1§ 630-740 (1996) (Local Competition Order), aff’d in part and
vacated in part sub nom, Competitive Telecommunications Ass'n v. FCC, 117 F.3d 1068 (8th Cir. 1997) (CompTel v.
FCCy and fowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 1997) (Jowa Utils. Bd. v. FC(), aff*d in part and remanded,
AT&T v fowa Utils. Bd., 119 S. Ct. 721 (1999); Order on Reconsideration, 11 FCC Red 13042 (1996), Second Order
on Reconsideration, 11 FCC Red 19738 (1996), Third Order on Reconsideration and Further Notice of Proposed
Rutemaking, 12 FCC Red 12460 (1997), further recons. pending.
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of switched voice service (local, mntra-state, inter-state, switched access, etc.).
After having reviewed NuVox’s costs in detail, I can state with certainty that a
rate equal to $0.0007 would fall far short of properly compensating NuVox
for the capttal is has deployed and the expenses it incurs in transporting and
switching voice-related services.

It is worth noting that NUCA captures costs associated with the “soft-switch”
platform already substantially deployed by NuVox. While it also captures
circuit-switched investments where those facilities represent the most cfficient
delivery vehicle, the NUCA results identified above are heavily weighted
toward NuVox’s IP-epabled platform. I'mention that only because I believe
many regulatory decision makers hold the opinion that as carriers invest more
heavily in IP-enabled switching platforms, the costs of carrying voice fraffic
asymptotically approach $0. Our extensive analysis on the part of NuVox and
numerous other carriers belies that opimion. Indeed, after all costs necessary
to support voice traffic on an IP-enabled network are taken into consideration
(i.e., session border controllers, signaling and featurf: servers, monitoring
probes, etc.), costs per MOU certainly begin to fall, but not by the orders of
magnitude I believe many anticipate. With that in mind, even as NuVox
continues to expand its IP-enabled switching platform, it will not achicve per

MOU costs equal to, or less than, $0.000G7 any time in the foreseeable future.
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1
2 V. EXPERT’S STATEMENT
?1 10, Ideclare that I created this declaration with the assistance of persons under
5 my direct supervision and that, to the best of my knowledge, the facts
6 represented herein are true and accurate.
7
8
:3 4‘/‘5 )/,Zﬁ‘.:&ﬁ,
1

12 Michael Starkey
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_EXHIBIT 1
Michael Starkey

President
Founding Partner
QSI Consulting, Inc.

243 Dardenne Farms Drive
Cottleville, MO 63304
{(636) 272-4127 voice
{636) 448-4135 mobile
(866) 389-9817 facsimile

mstarkey(@gsiconsuliing.com

Biography

Mr. Starkey currently serves as the President and Founding Partner of QS! Consulting, Inc. QSI
is a consulting firm concentrating primarily on regulated markets including the
telecommunications industry. QSI assists its clients in the areas of regulatory policy, business
strategy, financial and econometric analysis and inter-carrier issues involving rates and charges
assessed by incumbent carmers. Prior to founding QST Mr. Starkey served as the Senior Vice
President of Telecommunications Services at Competitive Strategies Group, Lid. in Chicago,
[linois.

Mz. Starkey’s consulting career began in 1996 shortly before the passage of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Since that time, Mr. Starkey has advised some of the world’s
largest companies (e.g., AT&T, MCI, Time Wamer, Covad Communications, Comcast, Siemens
Corporation, etc.) on a broad spectrumn of issues including the most effective manner by which to
interconnect competing networks. Mr. Starkey’s experience spans the landscape of competitive
telephony including interconnection agreement negotiations, mediation, arbitration, and strategies
aimed at maximizing new technology. Mr. Starkey’s experience is often called upon as an expert
witness. Mr. Starkey has since 1991 provided testimony in greater than 150 proceedings before
approxtmately 40 state commuissions, the FCC and courts of varying jurisdiction,

Mr. Starkey’s expertise with competitive communications issues is rooted not only in his
consulting experience, but also in his previous employment. Mr. Starkey has worked for the
Missouri, Ilinois and Maryland public utility commissions, including his most recent position as
Director of the Maryland Commission’s Telecommunications Division (and as the Senior Policy
Analyst for the llincis Commission’s Office of Policy and Planning and Senior Economist with
the Missourl Public Service Commission).

Educational Background

Bachelor of Science, Economics, International Marketing
Missouri State University, Cum Laude Honor Graduate

Graduate Coursework, Finance
Lincoln University

Numerous telecommunications industry training courses

#QSI

-
?,‘ consulting, inc.
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Professional Experience

Competitive Strategies Group Maryland Public Service Commissien

1996 — 1999 1994-1995

Senior Vice President Director

Managing Director of Telecommunications Telecommunications Division

Services

Iinois Commerce Commission Missouri Public Service Commission

1993 — 1994 1991-1993

Senior Policy Analyst Senior Economist

Office of Policy and Planning Utility Operations Division —
Telecommunications

Professional Activities

Missouri Universal Service Fund

Serve as the Co-Administrator chosen by the Missouri Public Service Commission to administer
its intra-state Universal Service Fund (“USF™). Interact with Missouri’s telecommunications
carriers and the Missourt Universal Service Board (i.e., the Commission and Public Counsel) to
collect payments, fund requested disbursements and establish the overarching collection
percentage applied to all Missouri, intra-state telecommunications revenues.

Facilitator, C* Coalition (Competitive Carrier Coalition - Ameritech Region). Facilitate industry
organization representing 10-15 competitive carriers seeking to share information and “best
practices” with respect to obtaining effective interconnection, UNEs and resold services from
SBC/Ameritech.

Former member of the Missouri Public Service Commission’s Task Force on FCC Docket Nos.
91-141 and 91-213 regarding expanded interconnection, collocation, and access transport
restructure

Former member of the AT&T / Missouri Commission Staff, Tota! Quality Management Forum
responsible for improving and streamlining the regulatory process for competitive carriers

Former member of the Missouri, Oklahoma, Kansas, Texas, and Arkansas five state Southwestern
Bell Open Network Architecture (ONA) Oversight Conference

Former delegate to the Illinois, Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, and Wisconsin Ameritech Regional
Regulatory Conference (ARRC) charged with the responsibility of analyzing Ameritech’s
“Customers First” local exchange competitive framework for formulation of recommendations to
the FCC and the U.S. Department of Justice

Former Co-Chairman of the Maryland Local Number Portability Industry Consortium responsible
for developing and implementing a permanent database number portability solution
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Former member of the Iikinots Local Number Portabihity Industry Consortium responsible for
developing and implementing a permanent database number portability solution

Expert Testimony — Profile

The information below is Mr. Stavkey's best effor? to identify all proceedings wherein he has either provided pre-filed
written testimony, an expert veport or provided live testimony.

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado
Dacket No. 06F-124T

McleodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., v. Qwest Corporation
On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California

Case No. 06-03-023

Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T California v. Cheyond Communications, LLC (U 6446 C)
and Covad Communications Company (U 5752 C)

On behalf of Cbeyond Communications LLC, Covad Communications Company, Mpower
Communications, XO Communications Services, Inc. and Telepacific Communications

Before the Arizona Corporation Commission

Docket No. T-03267A-06-0105

Docket No. T-01051B-06-0105

In the Matter of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. v. Qwest Corporation
On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.

Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
Docket No. UT-063013

MecLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., v. Qwest Corporation
On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.

Before the Public Service Commission of Utah

Docket No, 06-2249-01

In the Matter of the Complaint of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., against Qwest
Corporation for Enforcement of Commission-Approved Interconnection Agreement

On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.

Before the Iowa Utilities Board, Department of Commerce

Docket No. FCU-06-20

MclLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. v. Qwest Communications
On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission
Docket No. 85-0575
1llincis Bell Telephone Company Compliance with Requirements of 13.505.1 of the Public Utilities Act

(FPayphone Rates)
On behalf of The Illinois Public Telecommunications Association

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California

Application 05-07-024

Application of Pacific Bell Telephone Company, d/bfa SBC California for Generic Proceeding 1o
Implement Changes in Federal Unbundling Rules Under Sections 251 and 252 of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996
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On behalf of MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, LLC, Covad Communications Company and
Arrival Communications, Inc.

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin

DPocket No. 6720-T1-108

Investigation of the Access Line Rates of Wisconsin Bell, Inc., d/b/a SBC Wisconsin, that Apply to Private
Payphone Providers

On behalf of The Wisconsim Pay Telephone Association

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California

Docket No. A.05-05-027

Application by Pacific Bell Telephone Company d/b/a SBC California (U 1001 C) for Arbitration of an
Imtercornnection Agreement with MCImetro Access Transmission Services LLC (U 5253 C) Pursuant to
Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Om behalf of MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, LLC

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-14447

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion to commence a collaborative proceeding to monitor and
Jacilitate implementation of Accessible Letters issued by SBC Michigan and Verizon

On behalf of Covad Communications Company.

Before the Public Utilitics Commission of QOhio

Case No. 05-887-TP-UNC

In the matter of the Establishment of Terms and Conditions of an Inferconnection Agreement Amendment
Pursuant To The Federal Communications Commission’s Triennial Review Order and Its Order on
Remand

On behalf of MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, LLC

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin

Docket No. 05-MA-138

Petition of MCImetro Access Transmission Services, LLC and MCI WorldCom Cormmunications, Inc. for
Avbitration of Interconnection Terms and Conditions and Related Arvangements with Wisconsin Bell, Inc.,
d/b/a SBC Wisconsin Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, LLC and MCI Worldcom Communications, Inc.

Indiana Udlity Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 42893-INT 01

Indiana Bell Telephone Company, Incorporated d/b/a SBC Indiana Petition for Arbitration of
Interconnection Rates Terms and Conditions and Related Arrangements with MClmetro Aceess
Transmission Services LLC, Intermedia Communications LLC, and MCT Worldcom Communications, Inc.
Pursuant 1o Section 252(b} of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of MCIMetro Access Transmission Services, LLC, Intermedia Communications, LLC and MC1
Worldecom Communications, Inc.

Before the IHinois Commerce Commnission

Daocket No. 05-0442

Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 with Hlinois Bell
Telephone Company to Amend Existing Interconnection Agreements to Incorporate the Triennial Review
Order and the Triennial Review Remand Order

On behalf of Access One, Inc.; Broadview Networks, Inc.; BullsEye Telecom, Inc.; Cheyond
Communications, LLC; USXchange of Illinois, LLC, d/b/a ChoiceOne Communications; CIMCO
Communications, Inc.; First Communications, LLC; Forte Communications, Inc.; Globalcom, Inc.; ICG
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Telecom Group, Inc.; King City Telephone, LLC, d/b/a Southern Illinois Communications; KMC Telecom
V, Inc.; McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.; Mpower Communications Corporation, d/b/a
Mpower Communications of Hlinois; Neutral Tandem — Illinois, LL.C; New Edge Network, Inc.; nii
Communications, Ltd.; Nevacon Holdings, LLC; Nuvox Communications of Illinois, Inc.; OnFiber Carrier
Services, Inc.; Talk America, Inc.; TCG Chicago; TCG Illinois; TDS Metrocom, LLC; and Trinsic
Communications, Inc.

Before The Hawaii Public Utilities Commission

Docket No. 04-0140

Application of Paradise MergerSub, Inc., GTE Corporation, Verizor Hawaii Inc., Bell Atlanric
Communications, Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc. For Approval of a Merger Transaction and Related
Matters

On behalf of the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 04-0469

Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions and Related Arrangements with
llinois Bell Telephone Company Pursuant 1o Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of MCImetro Access Transmission Services, LLC, MC1 Worldcom Communications, Inc. and
Intermedia Communications LLC

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas

Docket No. 28821

Arbitration of Non-Costing Issues for Successor fnterconnection Agreements to The Texas 271 Agreement.
On behalf of MClmetro Access Transmission Services, LLC

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin

Docket No. 6720-T1-187

Petition of SBC Wisconsin to Determine Rates and Costs for Unbundled Network Elements
On behalf of AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, LP, TCG Milwaukee and MC}, Inc.

Before the Illinois Commerce Commiission

Docket No. §2-0864

Filing to increase Unbundled Loop and Nonrecurring Rates (Tariffs filed December 24, 2002;

On behalf of The CLEC Coalition (AT&T, Worldeom, Inc., McLeodUSA, Covad, TDS Metrocom,
Allegiance, RCN Telecom, Globalcom, Z-Tel, XO llinois, Forte Communications, CIMCO
Communications)

Before the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control

Docket No. 03-09-01PHO02

DPUC Implementation of the Federal Communications Commission’s Triennial Review Order — Hot
Cut/Batch

On behalf of MCI

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Californiz

Rutemaking 95-04-043, Investigation 95-04-044

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own Motion into Competition for Local Fxchange
Service.

On behalf of MClImetro, MCI Worldcom

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas

Docket No. 28607
Impaivment Analysis of Local Circuit Switching for the Mass Market
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On behalf of MCImetro, MCI Worldeom, Brooks Fiber Communications of Texas

Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas

Docket No. 03-GIMT-1063-GIT

In the Matter of a General Investigation to Implement the State Mandates of the Federal Communications
Commission's Triennial Review Order

On behalf of MClmetro, MCI Worldcom

Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

Case No. 04-34-TP-COI

In the Matter of the Implementation of the Federal Communications Commission’s Triennial Review
Regarding Local Circuit Switching in SBC Ohia’s Mass Market

On behalf of MClmetro, MCI Worldcom

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission
Case No. U-13891
In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, to investigate and to implement, a batch cut migration

p!’ OCESS
On behalf of MClmetro, MCI Worldcom

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-137%6

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, 1o facilitate the implementation of the Federal
Communication Commission's Triennial Review determinations in Michigan

On behalf of MClmetro, MCI Worldcom

Before the Missouri Public Service Commission

Case No. TO-2004-0207

In the Matrer of a Commission Inguiry into the Possibility of Impairment Without Unbundled Local Circuit
Switching when Serving the Mass Market

On behalf of Sage Telecom, Inc.

Belore the Staie of New York Public Service Commission

Case No. 02-C-1425

Proceeding on Maotion of the Commission to Fxamine the Process, and Related Costs of Performing Loop
Migrations on a More Streamlined (e.g., Bulk} Basis

On behalf of MClmetro, MCI Worlcom

Before the Indizna Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 42393

In the Matter of the Commission Investigation and Generic Proceeding of Rates and Unbundled Network
Elements and Collocation for Indiana Bell Telephone Company, Incorporated d/b/a SBC Indiana Pursuant
to the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and Related Indiana Statutes

On behalf of The CLEC Coalition {(AT&T, TCG Indianapolis, Worldcom, Inc., McLeodUSA, Covad, Z-
Tel).

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case Neo. U-13531

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, to review the costs of telecommunications services
provided by SBC Michigan

On behalf of AT&T, Worldcom, Inc., McLeodUSA and TDS Metrocom.

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission
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Docket No. 03-6323

Petition to Determine Adjustments to UNE Loop Rates Pursuant 1o Section 13-408 of the Iilinois Public
Utilities Act

On behalf of The CLEC Coalition (AT&T, Worldcom, Inc., McLeodUSA, Covad, TDS Metrocom,
Allegiance, RCN Telecom, Globalcom, Z-Tel, XO Illinois, Forte Communications, CIMCO
Communications)

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio

Case No. 96-1310-TP-CO1

In the Matter of the Commission s Investigation info the Implementation of Section 276 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 Regarding Pay Telephone Services

On behalf of the Payphone Association of Ohio

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission

Docket No. 6720-F1-177

Investigation Into Ameritech Wisconsin’s Loop Conditioning Services and Practices

On behalf of WorldCom, Inc., AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, L P. and TCG Milwaukee,
McLeodtUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., TDS Metrocom, LL.C

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-11756 - REMAND

Complaint Pursuant to Sections 203 and 318 of the Michigan Telecommunications Act to Compel
Respondents to Comply with Section 276 of the Federal Telecommunications Act

On behaif of the Michigan Pay Telephone Association

Before the New Yerk Public Service Commission

Case No. 00-C-0127

Proceeding on the Motion of the Commission to Examine Issues Concerning Provision of Digital
Subscriber Line Services

On behalf of MCI Worldcom Network Services, Inc.

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 42236

Complaint of Time Warner Telecom Against Ameritech Indiana Regarding Its Unlawful Market Practice of
Issuing Equipment Vouchers in Violation of the Indiana Code and Opportunity Indiana If and Petition for
Emergency Suspension of any and all Ameritech Indiana Equipment Voucher Marketing Practices Pending
Commission Investigation

On behalf of Time Warner Telecom of Indiana, LP

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

Docket No. P-00930715F0002

Re: Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Petition and Plan for Alternative Form of Regulation Under Chapter 30,
200@ Biennial Update to Network Modernization Plan

On behalf of MCI Worldcom Network Services, Inc.

Before the Iilinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 01-0609

Investigation of the propriety of the rates, terms, and conditions related to the provision of the Basic
COPTS Port and the COPTS-Coin Line Port

On behalf of Payphone Services, Inc., DataNet Systems, LLC, 1liinois Public Telecommunications
Association
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Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 40611-S1 (Phase 1I)

In the Matter of The Commission Investigation and Generic Proceeding on Ameritech Indiana’s Rates for
Interconnection Service, Unbundled Elements, and Transport and Termination under the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and Related Indiana Starutes

On behalf of AT&T, Worldcom, Inc., and McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.

Before the State of North Carolina Utility Commission

Docket No. P-7, Sub 980, P-1{, Sub 622

Enforcement of Interconnection Agreement Between KMC Telecom I1l, Inc. and KMC Telecom V, Inc.,
against Carolina Telephone and Telegraph Company and Central Telephone Company

On behalf of KMC Telecom, Inc.

Before the llincis Commerce Commission

Docket Nos. 98-0252, 98-0335, 98-0764 (Reopening)

SBC/Ameritech Merger, Reopening 1o Discuss Settlement Agreement Regarding Merger Savings
On behalf of AT&T, Worldcom, Inc., and McLeodUSA Telecommnmunications Services, Inc,

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio

Docket No. 01-1319-TP-ARB

In the Matter of MCImetro Access Transmission Services, LLC Petition for Arbitration Pursuart to Section
252(8) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Ameritech
Ohio

On behalf of MCIWerldcom, Inc.

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 00-0393 (Rehearing)

HHinois Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a Ameritech Illinois Proposed Implementation of High Frequency
Portion of the Loop (HFPL)/Line Sharing Service

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc. and Worldeom, Inc.

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission

Case No. 6726-TI-167

Complaint Against Ameritech Wisconsin Filed by Wisconsin Builders Association, Inc.
On behalf of Wisconsin Builders Association, Inc.

Before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina

Docket No. 2001-65-C

In the Matter of Generic Proceeding to Establish Prices For BellSouth's Interconnection Services,
Unbundied Network Elements and Gther Refated Elements and Services

On behalf of NuVox Communications, Broadslate Networks, KMC Teleconi, New South Communications,
ITCDeltacom Communications

Before the Louisiana Public Service Commission

Daocket No. 27821

In the Matter of Generic Proceeding to Establish Interim and Permanent Prices for Docket No. 27821
xDSL Loops andior Related Elements and Services

On behalf of Covad Communications

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio
Case No. 00-942-TP-COl
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In the Matter of the Further Investigation into Ameritech Ohio’s Entry into In-Region Interlata Service
Under Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996
On behalf of AT&T, WorldCom and XO Communications

Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission

Docket No. UT 003013, Part B

In the Matter of the Continued Costing and Pricing of Unbundled Network Elemenis, Transport and
Termination

On behalf of Focal' Communications, X0Q Washington, Inc.

Before the IHinoeis Commerce Commission

Docket No. 98-0195

Investigation into certain payphone Issues as directed in Docket No. 97-0225
On behalf of the lilinois Pay Telephone Association

Before the Alabama Public Service Commission

Docket No, 27821

Generic Proceeding to Establish Interim and Permanent Prices for xDSL Loops and/or Related Elements
and Services

On behalf of The Data Coalition (Covad Communications and Broadslate Networks of Alabama, Inc.)

Before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission

Docket No. 6720-T1-160

Docket No. 6720-TI-161

Investigation Into Ameritech Wisconsin’s Unbundled Network Elements

On behalf of AT&T, Worldcom, McLeodUSA, TDS Metrocom, KMC Telecom, Time Wamer Telecom,
Rhythms Links,

Before the Tennessee Regulatory Authority

Docket No. 00-00544

Generic Docket to Establish UNE Prices for Line Sharing per FCC 99-353, and Riser Cable and
Terminating Wire as Ordered in Authority Docket No. 98-00123

On behalf of Covad Communications, Inc., Mpower Communications and BroadSlate Networks of
Tennessee, Inc.

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Hawaii

Docket No. 7702, Phase 111

Instituting a Proceeding on Communications, Including an Investigation of the Communications
Infrastructure of the State of Hawaii

On behalf of GST Telecom Hawaii, Inc.

Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission

Docket P100 Sub 1334, Phase 11

General Proceeding to Determine Permanent Pricing for Unbundled Network elements
On behalf of a consortium of 13 new entrant carriers

Before the Federal Communications Commission

CCB/CPD No. 00-1

In the Matter of Wisconsin Public Service Commission Order Directing Filings
On behalf of the Wisconsin Pay Telephone Association

Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission
Docket P100 Sub 133d, Phase 1
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General Proceeding to Determine Permanent Pricing for Unbundled Network elements
On behalf of a consortium of 13 new entrant carriers

Before the State of New York Public Service Commission

Case No. 98-C-1357

Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine New York Telephone Company’s Rates for
Unbundled Network Elements

On behalf of the CLEC Coalition

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California

Rulemazking 0-02-05

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own Motion into reciprocal compensation for
telephone traffic transmitted to Internet Service Providers modems

On behalf of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado

Docket No. 00B-103T

In the Matter of Petitior by ICG Telecom Group, Inc. for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with
US West Communications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(b} of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

On behalf of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.

Before the Delaware Public Service Commission

PSC Docket No. 00-205

For Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an
Interconnection Agreement with Bell Atlantic — Delaware, Inc.

On behalf of Focal Communications Corporation of Pennsylvania

Before the Georgia Public Service Commission

Case No. 11641-U

Petition of Bluestar Networks, Inc. for Arbitration with BellSouthDocket No. 11641-U
Telecommunications, Inc. pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996
On behalf of BlueStar Networks, Inc.

Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities

Docket No. TO00030163

For Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 fo Establish an
Inferconnection Agreement with Bell Atlantic-New Jersey, Inc.

On behalf of Focal Communications Corporation

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

Docket No. A-310630F.0002

For Arbitration Pursuant to Secrion 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 1o Establish an
Interconnection Agreement with Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania

On behalf of Fecal Communications Corporation

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-12287

In the matter of the application, or in the alternative, complaint of AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF
MICHIGAN, INC. against Michigan Bell Telephone Company, D/B/A, Ameritech Michigan

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.

Before the Missouri Public Service Commission
Case No. 99-483

Page 10




EXHIBIT 1 <o
#QSI

Michael Starkey consulting, inc.

An Investigation for the Purpose of Clarifying and Determining Certain aspects Surrounding the
Provisioning Of Metropolitan Calling Area Services After the Passage and Implementation Of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.

Before the Ilinois Commerce Commission

Daocket No. 98-0396

Investigation into the compliance of Hlinois Bell Telephone Company with the order in Docket 96-
0486/0569 Consolidated regarding the filing of tariffs and the accompanying cost studies for
interconnection, unbundled network elements and local transport and termination and regarding end to
end bundiing issues,

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Iflineis, Inc. and McLeodUSA TFelecommunications Services, Inc.

Before the Hlinois Commerce Commiission

Docket No. 99-0593

Investigation of Construction Charges

On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., MClE WorldCom, Inc. and Allegiance
Telecom, Inc.

Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin

Case No. 05-TE-283

Investigation of the Compensation Arrangements for the Exchange of Traffic Directed to Interner Service
Providers

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, AT&T Local Services, KMC Telecom, Inc,, MCI
WorldCom, Inc., McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc., TDS MetroComm, Time Warner
Telecom

Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas

Docket No. 21982

Proceeding to Examine Reciprocal Compensation Pursuant to Section 252 of the Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of ICG Communications, Inc.

Before the Puablic Service Comimission of the Commonwealth of Kentucky

Case No. 99-498

Petition of BlueStar Networks, Inc. for Arbitration with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to
Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

On behalf of BlueStar Networks, Inc.

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 00-0027

Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an
Interconnection Agreement with [llinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Iinois.

On behalf of Focal Communications Corporation of Illinois

Before The Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 41570

In the Matter of the Complaint of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. against Indiana Bell
Telephone Company, Incorporated, d/bla Ameritech Indiana, Pursuant to the Provisions of 1.C. §§ 8-1-2-
34, 81-12-68, 8-1-2-103 and 8-1-2-104 Concerning the Imposition of Special Construction Charges.

On behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Ing,

Before the Florida Public Service Commission
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Docket No. 991838-TP

Petition for Arbitration of BlueStar Networks, Inc. with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to
the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of BlueStar Networks, Inc.

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio

Case No. 99-1153-TP-ARB

In the Matter of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.’s Petition For Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms and
Conditions and Relaited Arrangements with Ameritech Ohio

On behalf of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.

Before the Public Utility Commission of Oregon

ARB 154

Petition for Arbitration of GST Telecom Oregon, Inc. Against US West Communications, Inc. Under 47
US.C. §252(b)

On behalf of GST Telecom Oregon, Inc.

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Docket No. U-12072

In the matter of the application and complaint of WORLDCOM TECHNOLOGIES INC. (fik/a MFS
INTELENET OF MICHIGAN, INC., an MCI WORLDCOM company) against MICHIGAN BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY d/b/a AMERITEHC MICHIGAN, AMERITECH SERVICES, INC., AMERITECH
INFORMATION INDUSTRY SERVICES, AND AMERITECH LONG DISTANCT INDUSTRY SERVICES
relating to unbundled interoffice transport.

On behalf of WorldCom Technologies, Inc.

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 99-0525

Ovation Communrications, Inc. d/bla McLeodUSA, Complaint Against Ilinois Bell Telephone Company
d/bla Ameritech IHinois, Under Sections 13-514 and 13-515 of the Public Utilities Act Concerning the
Imposition of Special Construction Charges and Seeking Emergency Relief Pursuant to Section 13-515(e)
On behalf of McLeodUSA

Before the Public Service Commission of the Commonweszlth of Kentucky

Case No. 99-218

Petition of ICG Telecom Group, Inc. for Arbitration with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to
Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

On behalf of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.

Before the Tennessee Regulatory Authority

Docket No. 1999-259-C

Petition for Arbitration of ITC"DeltaCom Communications, Inc. with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of ICG Communications, Inc.

Before the New Mexico Public Regulation Commission

Case No. 3131

In the Matter of GST Telecom New Mexico, Inc.’s Petition for Arbitration Against US West
Communications, Inc., Under 47 US.C. § 252(b}.

On behalf of GST Telecom New Mexico, Inc.

Before the Georgia Public Service Commission
Docket No. 10767-U
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Petition of ICG Telecom Group, Inc. for Arbitration with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to
Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
On behatf of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.

Before the Public Service Commission of New York

Case No. 99-C-0529

Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Re-examine Reciprocal Compensation
On behalf of Focal Communications, Inc.

Before the Florida Public Service Commission

Docket No. 990691-TP

Petition by ICG Telecom Group, Inc. for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(b} of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.

Before the Louisiana Public Service Commission

Docket No. U-24206

Petition for Arbitration of ITC"DeltaCom Communications, Inc. with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of ITC*DeltaCom, Inc.

Before the South Carolina Public Service Commission

Docket No. 199-259-C

Petition for Arbitration of ITC"DeltaCom Communications, Inc. with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Pursuant to the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ’

On behalf of ITCDeliaCom, Inc.

Before the Alabama Public Service Commission

Docket No. 27069

Petition by ICG Telecom Group, Inc. for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant fo Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.

Before the State of North Carolina Utilities Cosmmission

Docket No. P-582, Sub 6

Petition by ICG Telecom Group, Inc. for Arbitration of Interconnection Agreement with BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of ICG Telecom Group, Inc.

Before the Missouri Public Service Commission

Case No. T0-99-370

Petition of BroadSpan Communications, Inc. for Arbitration of Unresolved Interconnection Issues
Regarding ADSL with Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

On behalf of BroadSpan Communications, Inc.

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-11831

In the Matter of the Commission’s own motion, to consider the total service long run incremental costs for
all access, toll, and local exchange services provided by Ameritech Michigan.

On behalf of MCTWorldCom, Inc.

Before the Ilinois Commerce Commission
Docket Nos. 98-0770, 98-0771 cons.
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Proposed Modifications to Terms and Conditions Governing the Provision of Special Construction
Arrangements and, Investigation into Tariff Governing the Provision of Special Constructions
Arrangements

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Ilimois, Inc.

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-11735

In the matter of the complaint of BRE Communications, L.L.C., d/b/a PHONE MICHIGAN, against
Michigan Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AMERITECH MICHIGAN, for violations of the Michigan
Telecommunications Act

On behalf of BRE Communications, L.L.C.

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 40830

In the Matter of the request of the Indiana Payphone Association for the Commission to Conduct an
Investigation of Local Exchange Company Pay Telephone tariffs for Compliance with Federal Regulations,
and to Hold Such Tariffs in Abeyance Pending Completion of Such Proceeding

On behalf of the Indiana Payphone Association

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-11756

Complaint Pursuant to Sections 203 and 318 of the Michigan Telecommunications Act to Compel
Respondents to Comply with Section 276 of the Federal Telecommunications Act

On behalf of the Michigan Pay Telephone Association

Before the Missouri Public Service Commission

Case No. TQ-98-278

In the Matter of the Petition of Birch Telecom of Missouri, Inc., for Arbitration of the Rates, Terms,
Conditions, and Related Arrangements for Interconnection with Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
On behalf of Birch Telecom of Missouri, Inc.

Before the Public Service Commission of the Commonwealth of Kentucky
Administrative Case No. 361

Deregulation of Local Exchange Companies’ Payphone Services

On behalf of the Kentucky Payphone Association

Before the Public Utilities Commissioa of Ohio

Case No. 56-899-TP-ALT

The Application of Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company for Approval of a Retail Pricing Plan Which May
Result in Future Rate Increases

On behalf of the MC1 Telecommunications Corporation

Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Hawaii

Docket No. 7702

Instituting a Proceeding on Communications, Including an Investigation of the Contmunications
Infrastructure of the State of Hawaii

On behalf of GST Telecom Hawati, Inc.

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-11410

In the Matter of the Petition of the Michigan Pay Telephone Association to initiate an investigation to
determine whether Michigan Bell Telephone Company d/bl/a Ameritech Michigan and GTE North
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Incorporated are in compliance with the Michigan Telecommunications Act and Section 276 of The
Communications Act of 1934, as amended
On behalf of the Michigan Pay Telephone Association

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 40849

In the matter of Petition of Indiana Bell Telephone Company, Incorporated d/b/a Ameritech Indiana for the
Commission to Decline to Exercise in Whole or in Part its Jurisdiction Over, and to Utilize Alternative
Regulatory Procedures For, Ameritech Indiana’s Provision of Retail and Carrier Access Services Pursuant
o L.C. 8-1-2.6 Et Seq.

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Indiana, Inc.

Before the Federal Communication Commission

C.C. Docket No. 97-137

In the Matter of Applicatior by Ameritech Michigan for Authorization under Section 271 of the
Communications Act to Provide In-Region, Inter] AT4 Service in the State of Michigan.

On behalf of the AT&T Corporation

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 40611

In the Matter of the Commission Investigation and Generic Proceeding on Ameritech Indiana’s Rates for
Interconnection, Service, Unbundled Elements and Transport and Termination under the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and Related Indiana Statutes

On behalf of the MCI Telecommunications Corporation

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio

Case No. 97-152-TP-ARB

In the matter of the petition of MCI Telecommunications Corporation for arbitration pursuant to section
252(8} of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to establish an interconnection agreement with Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company

On behalf of the MCI Telecommunications Corporation

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-11280

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion o consider the total service long run incremental costs and
to determine the prices of unbundled network elements, interconnection services, and basic local exchange
services for AMERITECH MICHIGAN

On behalf of the MC] Telecommunications Corporation

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 96-0486

Investigation into forward looking cost studies and rates of Ameritech Hlinois for interconnection, network
elements, transport and termination of wraffic

On behalf of the MCI Telecommunications Corperation

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio

Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC

In the Matzer of the Review of Ameritech Ohio’s Economic Costs for Interconnection, Unbundled Network
Elements, and Reciprocal Compensation for Transport and Termination of Local Telecommunications
Traffic

On behalf of the MCI Telecommumications Corporation

Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
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Docket No. TX95120631
In the Matter of the Investigation Regarding Local Exchange Competition for Telecommunications Services
On behalf of the MCI Telecommunications Corporation

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-11104

In the matter, on the Commission’s Own Motion, to Consider Ameritech Michigar's Compliance With the
Competitive Checklist in Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1896

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Indiana, Inc.

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio

Case Nos. 96-702-TP-CO]1, 96-922-TP-UNC, 96-973-TP-ATA, 96-974-TP-ATA, Case No. 96-1057-TP-
UNC .

In the Matter of the Investigation Into Ameritech Qhio’s Entry Into In-Region InterLATA Services Under
Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc.

Before the Illinois Cornmerce Commission

Docket No. 956-0404

Investigation Concerning lllinois Bell Telephone Company's Compliance With Section 271(c) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc.

Before the Commonwealth of Massachusetis Department of Public Utilities

In the Matter of: D.P.U. 96-73/74, D.P.U. 96-75, D.P.U. 96-80/81, D.P.U. 96-83, D.P.U. 96-94, NYNEX -
Arbitrations

On behalf of the MCI Telecommunications Corporation

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

Docket No. A-31023670002

In the Matter of the Application of MCI Metro Access Transmission Services, Inc. For a Certificate of
FPublic Convenience and Necessity to Provide and Resell Local Exchange Telecommunications Services in
FPennsylvania

On behalfl of MClmetro Access and Transmission Services, Inc.

Before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities

Decket No. TO%6080621

In the Matter of MCI Telecommunications Corporation for Arbitration with Bell Atlantic-New Jersey, Inc.
Pursuant to Section 252 of the Telecommunications Act af 1996

On behalf of the MCI Telecommunications Corporation

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 40571-INT-01

Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions, and Related Arrangements with
Wisconsin Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Wisconsin

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Wisconsin, Inc.

Before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio

Case No. 96-752-TP-ARB

Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions, and Related Arrangements with
Ohio Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Ohio

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Chio, Inc.
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Before the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 96-AB-003

Docket No. 96-AB-004 Consol.

Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions, and Related Arrangements with
Hllinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Hlinois

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc.

Before the Michigan Public Service Commission

Case No. U-11151

Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Rates, Terms and Conditions, and Related Arrangements with
Michigan Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Michigan

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.

Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission

Cause No. 40571-INT-01

In the Matter of the Petition of AT&T Communications of Indiana, Inc. Requesting Arbirration of Certain
Terms and Conditions and Prices for Interconnection and Related Arrangements from Indiana Bell
Telephone Company, Incorporated dib/a Ameritech Indiana Pursuant to Section 252 (b) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as Amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

On behalf of AT&T Communications of Indiana, Inc.

Before the Missouri Public Service Commission

Case No. TT-96-268

Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Companry, Inc. to Revise P.5.C. Mo.-No. 26, Long Distance
Message Telecommunications Service Tariff to Introduce the Designated Number Optional Calling Plan
On behalf of the MCI Telecommunications Corporation

Before the Corporation Commission of the State of Oklahoma

Cause No. PUD 950000411

Application of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company for an Order Approving Proposed Revisions in
Applicant’s Long Distance Message Telecommunications Service Tariff

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company s Introduction of 1+ Saver Direct™

On behalf of the MCI Teleconumumications Corporation

Before the Georgia Public Service Commission

Docket No. 6415-U and 6537-U cons.

Petition of MClmetro to Establish Nondiscriminatory Rates, Terms and Conditions for the Unbundling and
Resale of Local Loops

On behalf of MCImetro Access Transmission Services

Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Mississippi

Docket No. 95-UA-358

Regarding a Docket to Consider Competition in the Provision of Local Telephone Service
On behalf of the Mississippi Cable Television Association

Before the Maryland Public Service Commission

Docket No. 8705

In the Matter of the Inquiry Into the Merits of Alternative Plans for New Telephone Area Codes in
Maryland

On behalf of the Staff of the Maryland Public Service Commission

Before the Maryland Public Service Commission
Docket No. 8584, Phase II
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In the Matter of the Application of MFS Intelenet of Maryland, Inc. for Authority to Provide and Resell
Local Exchange and Inter-Exchange Telephone Service; and Requesting the Establishment of Policies and
Requirements for the Interconnection of Competing Local Exchange Networks

In the Matter of the Investigation of the Commission on its Own Motion Into Policies Regarding
Competitive Local Exchange Telephone Service
On behalf of the Staff of the Maryland Public Service Commission

Before the Hlinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 94-0400

Application of MClmetro Access and Transmission Services, Inc. For a Certificate of Exchange Service
Authority Allowing it to Provide Facilities-Based Local Service in the Chicago LATA

On behalf of the Office of Policy and Planning, Hiinois Commerce Commission

Before the Ilinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 94-0315

Petition of Ameritech-Illinois for 708 NPA Relief by Establishing 630 Area Code
On behalf of the Office of Policy and Planning, Hlinois Commerce Commission

Befare the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 94-0422

Complaints of MFS, TC Systems, and MCI against Ameritech-Ilinois Regarding Failure to Interconnect
On behalf of the Office of Policy and Planning, IHlinois Commerce Commission

Before the Illinois Commerce Commissien

Docket Nos. 94-0096, 94-0117, and 94-301

Proposed Introduction of a Trial of Ameritech’s Customers First Plan in Hfinois, et al.
On behalf of the Office of Policy and Planning, Illinois Commerce Commission

Before the Iilinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 94-0045

Rulemaking on Line-Side and Reciprocal Interconnection

On behalf of the Office of Policy and Planning, lilinois Commerce Commission

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 93-0409

MEFS-Inteleret of lilinois, Inc. Application for an Amendment to its Certificate of Service Authority to
FPermit it to Operate as a Compelitive Local Exchange Carrier of Business Services in Those Portions of
MSA-1 Served by Illincis Bell Telephone and Central Telephone Company of Hlinois

On behalf of the Office of Policy and Planning, Illinois Commerce Commission

Before the Illinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 94-0042, 94-0043, 94-0045, and 94-0046

Hlinois Commerce Commission on its own motion. Investigation Regarding the Access Transport Rate
Elements for lllinois Consolidated Telephone Company (ICTC), Ameritech-Illinois, GTE North, GTE
South, and Ceniral Telephone Company (Centel}

On behatf of the Office of Policy and Planning, Illinois Commerce Commission

Before the IMlinois Commerce Commission

Docket No. 93-0301 and 94-0041

GTE North Incorporated. Proposed Filing to Restructure and Consolidate the Local Exchange, Toll, and
Access Tariffs with the Former Contel of Hlinois, Inc.

On behalf of the Office of Policy and Planning, Illinois Commerce Commission
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Michael Starkey =% “consulting. inc.

Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri
Case No. TC-93-224 and T(-93-192
In the Matter of Proposals to Establish an Alternate Regulation Plan for Southwestern Bell Telephone

Company
On behalf of the Telecommunications Department, Missouri Public Service Commission

Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri

Case No. TQ-93-116

In the Matter of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company’s Application for Classification of Certain Services
as Transitionally Competitive

On behalf of the Telecommunications Depariment, Missouri Public Service Commission

Selected Reports, Presentations and Publications

IP-Enabled Voice Services

Impact of Applying Switched Access Charges to IP-PSTN Voice Services
FCC Wireline Competition Bureau Docket Nos. 04-36, 03-266

January 2005

Final Report

Analysis and Recommendations Related to Docket No. (04-0140

Merger Application of Paradise Mergersub, Inc. (n/k/a Hawaiian Telecom Mergersub, Inc.),
Verizon Hawaii, Inc, and Related Companies.

On behalf of the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission

Submitted February 3, 2005

Litigating Telecommunications Cost Cases

TELRIC Principles and Other Sources of Enlightenment

Two Day Teaching Seminar for Public Utility Commissions and their Staff (Western States)
Denver, Colorado, February 5&6, 2002

Intercormect Pricing

Critique of FCC Working Paper Nos. 33 & 34
NARUC Winter Meeting 2001

Washington, D.C., February 25, 2001

Telecommunications Costing and Pricing
Interconnection and Inter-Carrier Compensation
Advanced Regulatory Studies Program
Michigan State University

Cincinnati, Ohio, October 13, 2000

Telecommunications Pricing in Tomorrow’s Competitive Local Market
Professional Pricing Societies 9 Annual Fall Conference

Pricing From A to Z

Chicago, Illinois, October 30, 1998
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Michael Starkey

S

consulting, ing,

Recombining Unbundled Network Elements: An Alternative to Resale
ICM Conferences’ Strategic Pricing Forum
January 27, 1998, New Orleans, Louisiana

MERGERS - Implications of Telecommumications Mergers for Local Subscribers
National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates Mid-Year Meeting,
Chicago, Iilinois, Junc 24 1996

Unbundiing, Costing and Fricing Network Elements in a Co-Carrier World
Telecommunications Reports’ Rethinking Access Charges & Intercarrier Compensation
Washington, D.C., Apnl 17, 1996

Key Local Competition Issues Part [ (novice)

Key Local Competition Issues Part I (advanced)

with Mark Long

National Cable Television Associations’ 1995 State Telecommunications Conference
Washington, D.C., November 2, 1955

Competition in the Local Loop

New York State Telephone Association and Telephone Association of New England Issues
Forum

Springfield, Massachusetts, October 18, 1995

Compensation in a Competitive Local Exchange

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioner Subcommittee on Communications’
Summer Meetings

San Francisco, California, July 21, 1995

Fundamentals of Local Competition and Potential Dangers for Interexchange Carriers

COMPTEL 1995 Summer Business Conference
Seattle, Washington, June 12, 1995
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EXHIBIT 2
QSI National Survey of Reciprocal Compensation Rates

1. INTRODUCTION

In an effort to gauge the prevailing, cost-based level of local traffic termination rates set by
state utility commission pursuant to 47 C.F.R. §51.711, Q5! examined rates charged by the
largest ILECs across all states.” QS| researched the origin of reciprocal compensation rates for
each state and carrier, and included in the final study only rates that were set during a
regulatory review and were based on forward-looking cost principles.? The resulting data set
includes 40 states and 47 carriers.® The Attachment inciuded herewith contains a complete list
of the reciprocal compensation rates for each state and carrier included in the survey (as well as
the source documentation from which each rate was taken).

2. METHOD

Because reciprocal compensation rates are structured differently depending on the state and
carrier,® QS focused its efforts on calculating a composite, per-minute reciprocal compensation
rate so as to arrive at aggregated rates that permit comparisons between carriers and states. In
order to derive meaningful composite rates QSI had to make certain assumptions, including an
assumption about (i} the mileage of tandem transport {(QS/ assumption: 10 miles), (i} duration
of a call {QSI assumption: 3 minutes), (iii) percent of traffic that is routed through a tandem (QS/
assumption: 75%), and, {iv) in cases where rates were zoned, the mix of traffic by zone (QS!
assumption: each zone was assumed to have equal weights).” QS! aggregated these rates by
state and nationwide using both an arithmetic mean (i.e., simple average) as well as a2 weighted
average technique relying upon ILEC switched access line counts as reported in the FCC’s
Automated Record Management Information System (“ARMIS”).® The resulting nationwide,

! The companies included in the survey are AT&T, Qwest, Verizon and Embarg. Sources of reciprocal
compensation rates depended on the specific state and carrier, and included the company’s UNE and
Interconnection tariffs, Statements of Generally Available Terms and Conditions, state commissions” UNE and
interconnection orders, and, if the above listed documents were not available or did not contain reciprocal
compensation rates, individual carrier Interconnection Agreements.

? The study also included current reciprocal compensation rates that were a result of the RBOCs’ voluntary
reductions made during the regulatory review of their section 271 applications. The survey excludes data for
which QS! was unable to establish the origin (state commission cost docket) of the reciprocal compensation rates.
* While our initial analysis included all states, rates from some jurisdictions were not included wherein we could
not verify those rates were based upon a Comimission review of underiying costs. It is for this reason that only 40
states are included in our analysis.

* These rates are typically designed to recover costs of local switching, tandem switching and transport functions
that may be involved in handling terminating local traffic. Specific rate elements may involve “blended” rates or
more detailed charges that depend on the routing and mileage of the specific call. In addition, while most
reciprocal compensation charges are based on call duration {(minute counts), some carriers charge set up rates that
are based on call counts.

* Obviously, each of these assum ptions is a simplification fron the many alternative arrangements that may exist
in the marketplace. However, the assumptions we've chosen are representative of actual data we have seen in
our substantial experience in reviewing cost studies supplied by both ILECs and CLECs.

® switched access line counts are taken from 2007 ARMIS report 43-08, table |1l
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simple average equaled $0.0029 per minute. Likewise, the weighted average composite
reciprocal compensation rate equaled $0.0027 per minute.

Table 1 below compares the results of the weighted average analysis.

TABLE 1 -

( )
Composite Reciprocal Compensation Rates:
Statewide and Nationwide Averages

$0.006
$0.005
50.004
$0.003
$0.002
50.001
. 5
& Composite Rate by State
— Nationwide Weighted Average
- — Weighted Average Minus Standard Deviation
~== Weighted Average Plus Standard Deviation J
\.

As depicted on the chart above, the nationwide weighted average composite reciprocal
compensation rate is $0.0027 per minute {the orange solid line on the chart), with
approximately 70% of observations included within one standard deviation from the average
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{between the two dashed lines on the chart). The individual statewide composite reciprocal

compensation rates vary from $0.0002 {Virginia)’ to $0.0055 (Nevada).

Table 2 below includes the carrier specific composite reciprocal compensation rates for each

state.
TABLE 2 -
Composite Reciprocal Compensation Rate by ILEC*

State ILEC Composite State ILEC Composite
Al AT&T 5 0.0015 NC AT&T S 0.0012
AR AT&T S 0.0026 ND (Qwest 5 0.0035
AZ Quvest 5 0.0020 NE Qwest 5 0.0023
CA ATE&T S 0.0035 NJ Verizon S 0.0026
CA Verizon S 0.0013 MM Qwest 5 0.0034
Cco Qurast s 0.0024 NV ATET S 0.0055
pc Verizon S 0.0045 NY Verizon S 0.0020
DE Verizon ] D.0017 OH AT&T 5 0.0042
FL Embarg ) 0.0051 OH Verizon 5 0.0053
GA ATET s 0.0012 0K AT&T S 0.0040
1A Qwest s 0.0031 OR Qwest s 0.0022
ID Qwrest 5 0.0025 OR Vetizon s 0.0031
I AT&T $ 0.0048 PA Verizon S 0.0021
iL Verizon Y 0.0049 sC ATS&T s 0.0022
KS AT&T 5 0.0026 Sp Chwest S 0.0016
KY AT&T s 0.0023 ™ ATE&T s 0.0019
MA Verzon 3 0.0018 TX AT&T s 0.0021
MD Verizon 3 0.0023 X Verizon S 0.0050
] AT&T ) 0.0011 uT Quivest s 0.0035
R Verizan S 0.0075 VA Vernizon s 0.0002
MM Qwest S 0.0012 WA, Qwest s 0.0020
MO ATE&T S 0.0033 VWA Verizon s 0.0023
MS AT&T 3 0.0020 Wy Qwest s 0.0053
MT (hvest S 0.0028

*-- Composite Rate calculated by using the following assumptions: 75% traffic is tandem

routed; 10 rmile transport. 3 minute call duration.

” Note that the level of the Virginia rate is driven by the flat-rated rate structure for switching set specific to

Verizon Yirginia,
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Attachment. i Reciprocal Compensation Rates and Calculation of Composite Rat

Assumed Miteage 10

Assumed Call Duration 3

Assumed % Tanderr Routed T1affic 0.75)

Composite Kats Calculaons

LEC | St Ram: w"‘f"' we':'“ Rate * Weight
ATET] L |5 000374600 EQ Local Termination 100 0.003748)
ATET| IL |§ 000107200 [Tandem Switching 075 0.000804
ATST} 1L |§ 000020100 Tandem Transpot Tem 075 060615075
AT&T{ L |$ 0DO00THO0 fperMie  [Tandem T ransport Facility Milcage 1000} 075 0.0000975)
ATET| M |§  0.00062200 [Cali EQ Local Temminalion (Setup) 033} 100] 0000207333
ATRT| MP |§ 4.00052100 EQ Local Temmination 100 0.000521
ATRT] Mt [§ 000032200 |Call [T andtern Swilching (Setup) 03] 075 0.0060845]
ATETE M [§ 000033700 Tandem Switching 075]  0.00025275)
ATAT| M {$ 000007700 [Call Tamem Transport T em (Setupl) 033 05 0.00001925
ATRT! ME |5 000008108 Tandem Transport Tem 075 0,00006075
ATET] M |$ 000000100 [perMile  [Tandem I ransport Faciilty Mileage 1000] 075 0.0000075
ATET| OH [§ 10.00350000 E0 Local Teminaion 100 (0036
ATAT] OH |5 0.00062300 Tandem Swilching 0.75 0.00046725)
ATAT| OH [§ (.00014600 Tandem Transpot Tem 0.75 0.0001085
ATET| OH {§ 000000600 [perMile  |Tancem Transpor F acility Milcage 10.00f 075 D.000045}
ATAT| Ky |[§ 000115710 End Office Swilching Funclion 100 [ EEG]
ATAT| KY [$ 000029120 End Office Trunk Port - Shared 100 0.0002112
ATeT| KY |5 000018400 Tandem Switching Function 0.75 0.00(1455]
ATRT| KY [$ 000024160 Tandem Trunk Porl - Shared 075 0001812
ATET| KY |5 0.00000300 [perMile ~ |Common Transpost 0l o 0.0000225
ATRT) KY [§ 000074660 Common T ransport 0.75 0.00055%95]
ATT| TN |§ 0.00080410 End Office Switching Function 1.00 0.0008041
ATAT| TN |§ 0.00097780 Tandem Swilching Function 075 0.00073335
AT&T| TN {§ 000000640 [perMle  JCommon Transport 10.00] 075 0.000048
ATET] TN |$ 000038710 Common Transpod 075[  0.000200325)
ATRT| TX [§ 000079460 Tamdem Swilching 0.75 0.0005;!55‘
ATET] TX 1§ 0.00013500 Tandem (Cornmon) Transport Teminaton 075 000010125
AT&T| TX [$ 000000200 fperMile | Tandem (Lommon) Transport F acility 0| 075 0.000075]
ATETY TX % 000108870 {perCall ED Swilching Set Up 03] 1® 0.0003629
AT&T] TX |3 0.00m04230 EOQ Swilching 100 0.0010423}
AT&T| OK [§ 0.00380000 FO Switching - Rural Zone 033] 100[ ODO286667
ATAT| OK |5 00025600 EC Switching - Subutban Zone 0.33] 100 (.000838667
ATAT| OK {$ 000226800 EQ Switching - Urban Zone 0337 100 0.060756)
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LEC w":h' Rate * Weight
ATET| OK |5 0.00095600 Tandem Swilching 075 0000717
ATAT| OK | 0.00075500 Tandem Temmnation - Rual Zone 033 015 0000199
ATAT | OK |$ 000051100 Tandem T emmination — Sububan Zone 033| 075] 00001275
AT&T| OK |§ 000038200 Tandem T enminalion — Urban Zone 033| 675 0000055
ATATE KS |$ 600131000 EO Switching - Urban Zone 033 100 0.000436667
ATRT| KS |§ 000169060 EO Swilching - Subuthan Zore 03| 100| 0000563333
ATE&T| KS |$ DDOZS3000 EO Swilthing - Rual Zone 033 100] 0000843353
AT&T| K5 |5 D.0007890 Tandem Swilching 075) 000059175
ATET| KS [§ 0.00015700 Tandem T eminalion — Urban Zone 0251 075| 2543756105
AT&T) KS |3 000017100 Tangem Termnalion - Sububan Zone 02| 0.75]  320625E6
ATAT| KS |$ 0.00019600 Tandem Teminaiion - Risral Zong 05| 075| 000003675
ATAT| KS |5 000618600 Tandem Teminalion ~ Infer Zone 025| 075]  0.D000MAETS
ATAT| KS |$ 000000700 perMile  |Tandem F acility Mileage — Urban Zone 250 O76f  D.000001
ATAT] KS 1§ 000000300 Jper Mile T ancem F acilily Mileage — Suburban Zone 250] 075 0000005625
ATET| KS |5 000000600 [perMile  |Tandem Facility Mileage — Rl Zone 250] 075F QG001
ATET| K5 |§ 000000100 [perMile  [Tandem Facility Mileage — Intet Zong 250] 075f  0.000001
ATET] AR |§ 000075700 Tandem Teminalion - Urban Zone 05| 075] 284375e05)
ATETY AR 1§ 000077100 Tancdem Teminabon ~ Subutban Zore 025| 075| 320625606
ATET| AR |5 000019600 Tandem Tenninabon - Knal Zone D25] 05| 000003675
ATAT| AR |§ 000018500 Tandem Temination — Inter Zone 0.25 .75 £.000034375,
ATAT] AR {5 0.00000700 [perMilc__|Tandem F acility Mileage — Urban Zone 50| 045] 00000
ATET| AR [§ 000000300 perMile  |Tandem F acility Meage — Suburban £ one 750] 075] 000000562
ATBT| AR [§ 000000600 fperMile  |Tandem Facility Milcage - Rural Zone 250 075f 0000011
ATAT] AR [$ 000000150 fperMile Tandem F acility Mileage — Inter Zone 2.50 0.75 0.00000187
ATRT| AR |§ 00073100 EQ Switching - Urban Zone 03] 10| 000043666
ATET | AR |§ 000169000 EO Swiching - Sububan Zone 033] 100| 0000563338
ATET| AR [§ 0.00253000 EQ Swilching - Rurdl Zone 033 140

ATET| AR |§ 000078900 Tandem Switching 075

ATET] MO |5 0.00162600 EQ Switching - Urban Zone 0.25] 100

ATAT| MO |5 000194300 FQ Swilching - Suburban Zore 0.25 100

ATET | MG [$ 000280700 ED Swilching - Rural Zoe T25| 100

ATET] MO |§ 000239100 EO Switching - Urgan Zane Spinghaid 075] 100

ATAT| MO |§ 00012300 Tandem Switching 075

ATET| MO |$ 00001550 Tandem Temmnalion - Uhan Zone F] A

ATET] MO |5 0.00023200 Tanger Teminalion - Subuan Zene 020 075

ATET| MO 135 0.00024600 Tandem Termination: - Rural Zone 0.20 Q.75

ATET] MO [§ 000013200 [Tandem Temination - Urben Zone Spangheld 020|015

ATST| MO |5 000027100 T andem Temindlicn — tor Zone 02| 075

ATAT| MO |$  O.000001GT |perMile | Tandem Facity - Uban Zone 700 075
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LEC ) Waeight | Weight Rate * Welght
S . than:MOL] - 1 2

ATAT| MO {$ 0.00000570 jper Mile Tandem Facility - Suburban Zone 200|075 0.00000855
ATBT | MO [$  0.00001170 [pet Mile Tandem Facility - Rueal Zone 200 07 0.00001755
ATET | MO |5 0G.00000DBO [per Mile Tandem Facility - Urban Zone Springfield 2001 075 0.00D0012
ATET [ MO |5 100000300 |per Mile Fandem Facilily - Inter Zone 2.00 075 0.

ATAT| CA |3 D.00M44800 |per Catl EOQ Local Termination — Set up chame, per cail 0.3 1.00 .000482687]
ARAT| CA |5 000436000 EQ | gcal Temination - Dumtion charge_per MOU 100 000136
ATAT| CA |5 0.00045300 [per Call Tandem Switching - Shared Transpor — per Call 032 0.7% 0.00011325
ATAT] CA |§ 0.00062900 |perCall Tandem Switching - Shared Tmnsporl ~Setup per Completed Message 333 0.75 000015725
ATET| CA |§ 0.00045300 Taidemn Switching - Shared Transport —-Hglding Time per MOL! 0.75 0.00033975
ATAT] CA |§ 0.0M25100 Swilch Trans _Fixed Ml 0.75 1.00083825
AT&T] CA |$ 000001300 tper Mile Switch Trangport Common — Variable 1000] 075 T.0001575]
AT&T| NV [$  0.00311000 Jper Call EO Locd Teanination - Sel yp change, percalt HEE] 1.00 0.001{136667
ATET | NV IS D.00250600 | EQ Loca Tetminalion - Durlian cha MOU 1.00 0062506
ATET| NV F§  0.00265800 [per Call Tandem Swilching - Shared Tansport ~ Sef up chame, per call 0.33 0.7% 0.

ATET] NV |3 0.00126100 Tandem Switching - Shared Transpor —Durstion chame, per MOU .75 0.00084575]
ATET] Nv |5 0.00030500 Switched Transport - Common —Fixed Mileage per MOU {Fix ed Milcage) 0.75 0.00022875|
ATAT| NV [§  0.00001900 jper Mile Switched Transpart - Common —Variabie Mileage per MOU per Mile (Variable Mileage) 10.00 0.7 00001425
ATET] AL |§ 0.00086630 End Office Switching Funclion, per MOU 1.00 0.0008663
ATSTY AL }$5 000049800 Tandem Swilching Funclion Per MOU 075 0.0003735]
ATET| AL |5 0.00045800 Multiple Tandem Switching, per MOU lapplies to intkal iandem only) - 075 [1}
ATAT! AL |§  0.00000230 Jper Mile Common Transport - Per Mile, Per MOU 10060 075 0.00001725)
AT&T{ AL |3 00003240 Comman Transper - Facililies Temmination Per MOU 075 0.0002418|
ATATY GA |[§ 0.00073600 End Office Switching Function, per MCU 100 0.000756
ATAT L GA [$ 0.00041860 Tandem Swilching Function Per MO 0.75 0.00031385]
ATET| GA |5 000041860 Multipfe Tandem Switching, per MOU (applies to nbal tandom only) - 075 |
ATET| GA |$ 100000280 [per Mite Common Transport - Per Mile, PerMOU 1000 075 3.000021
ATET| GA |$ B.00019550 Common Transport - Facilities Temnination Per MOU 0.75 0,000146625
ATET| MS |§  0.00118000 End Office Switching Function, per MOU 1.00 0.00119]
AT&T| MS |5 0.00053r%0 Tandem Switching Funclion Per MOU 0.75 0000403425}
ATET| MS |§ 0.00053790 Multiple Tandem Switching, per MOU {applies to intid landem only) - 0.7% []
ATET| MS |§ 0.00000260 [per Me Common Transport - Per Mile, Per MOU 10.00 a75 0.C000195,
ATAT| MS [$ 000045410 Common Transport - Facilities Termination Per MOU 0.75 D00030575]
AT&T] NC 1§ 00007310 End Office Switching Function, per MOU 1.00 0.0007331
ATRT{ NC |§ 0.00047880 Tandem Switching Funclion Per MOU 075 0.0003531
ATBT] NC |$ 000047880 Mutiple Tandem Switching, per MOU (applies to intial tardem oniy} - 075 [
AT&T| NC [§  0.00000230 fper Mile Comman Transport - Per Mile, Per MOU 1000 075 000001725
AT&T| NC |§ 0.00016760 Common Transport - Facilities Temmination Per MOU 0.75 0.0001257
ATET| SC |§ D.OD126550 End Office Swilching Function, per MOU 100 0.0012655
ATET] SC |$ 0.00073600 Tandem Switching Function Per MOU 0.75 0.000552)




Attachment

page 4 of 14
T 342

LEG ; e WERIRE | cate « weight
i R e v 2

AT&T $ 0. Mudliple Tandem Switching, per MOU (applies ko infial tandern only) - 0.5 0
ATET| SC {§ 0.00000450 fper Mile [Comman Transport - Per Mite, Per MOU 1000 075 0.00003375:
ATET] SC |§ 000040850 Carnmion Transport - Eacilities Teamination Per MOU [ikf:] 0.000307 125
Quest| AZ |§ 0.00087000 End Qffice Calt Temination, per Minue of Use 1.00 0.00097]
Qwestf AZ [§  0.0DDSS000 Tandem Switched Transport, per Minute of Use 0.75 0.0004125
Qwest{ AZ |§ 0.00078000 Tandem Transmission - Fix ed OverB o 25 Miles 0.75 01.0005925
Qwest] AZ |§ - pacMile Tandam T rnsmission - Per Mifa Dvar 8 1o 25 Miles 750

Cwest] CO |§  0.00161000 End Ofiice Cali Tenvination, per Minula of Use 1.00 0.0016%]
Qwestf CO [§  0.00069000 Tandem Swilched Transport, pet Minote of Use 075 0.0005175)
Qwest} CO | 0.00035900 Tandem Transmission - Fix ed Over 8 1o 25 Miles 075 0.00026925]
Quest| CO |§  0.00000700 [per Mile Tandem Transaission - Per Mile Over 8 25 Miles 1.50 D.(D(DSZS'
Cwest] 1A |$ 0.00155800 End Office Call Ternination, per Minute of Use 100 0.001555,
Qwestf 1A 13 0.00069000 Tandem Swilched Transpor, per Minule of Use 0.75 0.00051 T;I
Qwest| A f§ 0.00134000 Tandem Transmission - Fixed Over 8 o 25 Miles 0.75 0.(!]1005'
Quest] W |3 perkile Tandemn T ission - Per Mile Over 8 to 25 Miles 7.50 [y
Qwest] ID |$ 0.001343D0 End Office Call Termination, per Minute of Use 1.0 0.001343
Qwest) 1D |$  0.00068000 Tandem Swilched Transport, per Minute of Use Q.75 0.0005175
(west| 1 1§ 000045640 Tandam T ransmission - Fixed Over 8 o 25 Miles 0.75 omnaqzai
Qwest] 1D |§ 0.00003670 jper Miie Tandemn Tansmission - Per Mile Over 8 10 25 Miles 750 0.00027525
Cwest| MN |§ - End Office Call Temnination, per Minute of Use 100 0f
Qwest] MN {§ 000112000 Tandem Switched Transpod, per Minule of Use 475 {.
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Weight | Weight Rabe® it
1 2
CQwesl|] MN {§ 000052000 T andem Transmission - Fixed Over§ fo 25 Miles 0.75 0.00038]
Quwest| MN [§ perMile Tandem Transmission - Per Mile Over 8 to 25 Miles 1.50
Quest] MT |$§ 000157400 End Dffice Call Temmination, per Minyte of Use 1.0 0001574
Quest | MT |5 0.D0069000 Tandem Switched Transpod, per Minute of Use 075 0.0005175
Qwest] MT |§  0.00060800 Tandem Transmissicn - Fixed Qver 8 to 25 Miles 0.5 0.0004
CQwest| MT |§  0.00003500 Jper Mile Tandem Transmission - Per Mile Over 8 to 25 Miles 7.5 0.0002925]
Quest| ND |§ 0.0014B200 End Office Call Temination, per Minute of Lse 1,00 0.001482]
Quest| ND 1§ 0.00210000 Tandem Switched Transport, per Minute of Use 0.75 0.004575|
Owest] ND |§  0.00036200  Tandem Transmission - Fixed Over B by 25 Miles 04.75 0.0002715
Questf ND [§  0.00001770 JperMile Tandem Transmission - Per Mile Over B to 25 Miles 7.50 0.00013279]
Owest{ NE 1§ 000126000 End Office Calt Temmination, per Minute of Use 1.00 0.001
Questf NE [$ 000069000 Tandem Switched Transport, per Minute of Use 075 0.0005175
Cwest| NE |5 (.00049600 Tardem Transmission - Fixed Over 8 o 25 Miles 075 0.000372
Qwest| NE [$ 000001790 jpes Mile Tandem Transmission - Per Mite Over 8 1o 25 Miles 750 0.0KH3425
Qwest| NM |$  0.00204600 End Office Call Terminalion, per Minule of Lise 1.00 0.002046)
Qwest] HM |$  0.00085300 Tanden: Switched Transport, per Minte of Use 0.75 0.00063975|
Cwest] NM 15 000067100 Tandem Transmission - Fix ed Over § fo 25 Mies .75 £.00050325
Quest] NM |$§  0.00002500 |per Mile Tandem Transmission - Per Mile Qver8 to 25 Miles 7.50 0.0001875
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_I.'EC_V' Weight | Weight Rate * Weight
i P : i 1 2
Owest] OR [$ 0.00133010 End Office Call Termination, per Minute of Use 1.00 0,0013301
Qwest] OR |§ 0.00069000 Tandem Swilched Transpor, per Minute of Use 0.75 0.00051%
Quest] OR |§ 000037200 Tandem Transmission - Fixed Over 8t 25 Miles 0.75 {000,
Qwest| OR [§  0.00000700 |per Mile Tandem Transmission - Per Mile Over & k0 25 Miles 7.50 D 0000525
Qwest] 5D 1§ 000070200 End Office Call Yermination, per Minute of Use 1.00 0.000702
Qwest] SD |$ 0.00065000 Tandem Switched Transport, per Minule: of Use 075 0.0005175)
Owest| SD |5 000040600 Tandem Transmission - Fixed Over 8 to 25 Miles 0.75 0.0003045|
Qwest] SD j§ 0.00001400 fper Mile Tandem Trnsmission - Per Mife Over 8 to 25 Miles 7.50 01]00135“
Cwest} UT |5 0DDNG2633 End Office Calf Temination, per Minute of Use 100 0,001626333l
Qwest] UT 15 0.00178800 Tandem Switched Transpod, per Minule of Use 0.75 n_oomas]
Qwest] UT {$ 0.00048600 Tandem Transmission - Fixed Over 8 1o 25 Miles 075 0.0003645]
Owest] UT |$  0.00002430 fper Mile Tandem Transmission - Per Mile Over 8 to 25 Miles 750 0_00918225]
Owest] WA |$ 000117800 End Offica Calt Temination, per Minute of Lise 1.00 0.0011TBI
Qwest] WA |5 000069000 Tandem Switched Tansport, per Minute of Use 075 0.000517!
Qwest | wa [$  0.00026000 Tandem Transmission - Fix ed Over 8 to 25 Miles 0.75 0.000195]
Quest] WA |3 0.00001000 Jper Mile Tandem Transmission - Par Mile Over 8 to 25 Miles 150 0.000075!
CQwest] Wy |§ 0.00262200 End Office Call Terméination, per Minute of Use 1.00 0.002622;
GwosL| WY [§ 000285600 Tandem Swilched 1 ranspar, per Minule of Use 075 0002142
Owest| WY |5 000054710 Tandem Transmission - Fixed Qver B to 25 Miles 0.75 0.000210;
Qwest] WY [§  0.00001%10 [per Mile Tandem Transmission - Per Mile Over B to 25 Miles 750 (1.000143,
VZ | NY |$ 0.00106960 Recip Traflic Exch Trunk 1 Way and 2 Way Meel Points A and B {convergent) 0.50 0.0004345]
vz NY [$ 0002893300 Recip Traflic Exch Trunk 1 Way and 2 Way Maet Poinl B {nonconvergent) 050 00014465
VZ | PA |$ 0.00008700 Locat Call Teminaiian; Traflic Delivered al VZ End Office, Meet Point A 0.25 0.00024675{
LOCA U2 = dIHONT, H telfyered al v HICTH OF LIC3 el ¥ X FOIMT
VZ F PA |5 0.00243900 B 0.75 0,00182925!
VZ M |5 6.00492910 Reciprocal Compensation Traffic End Office Rate 125 0.001232275
VZ | M |S 000831140 Reciprcal Compensation Traflic Tandem Rate 0.75 00062335
VZ | CH }$ 0.00400000 Reciprocal Compensafion Traffic End Qffice Rate 0.25 0.0
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vz | OH I§ 0. 075

vz TX {$ 000408520 Recipmcat Compensation Traflic End Office Rate 025

VZ T X [§ 000530410 Reciprocal Compensation Trafhic Tandem Rate 0.75

vZ | VA S - Meet Point A End Office 0.5

VZ | VA |§ 000025000 [Meet Poirt BEnd Office 075

VZ | WA [§ 000085500 fMeet Point A End Office 0.25

VZ | WA |[§ 000283200 {Meet Peint B Tandem Office 0.75

VZ | MD [§ 000118100 Reciprocal Compensation Traffic End Cffice Rate 0.25

VZ | mMD |§ 600267000 Reciprocal Compensabon Traffic Tancem Rate 0.75 .

VZ | NI |§ 0.00188500 Transpod and Temminalion - Temination at End Office 0.25 00047125

VI | N (S 000286360 Transpod and Termination — T enminahon al T andem 075 000214725

vZ | cA [§ 00015110 Switch Usage Interoffice Org/ Temn 1.00 0.001519

vz ] CA |$ 0000364600 Switch Usage Tandem Switching 0.75 0.000273}

vz | ca % ~  |permile Common Transpord per mile 7.50 1

\'74 CA 1% 00000530 Common Transpor fix ed per lerm 0.75 0.0000397%

vZ | DE [§ 0.00108200 Transport and Temmination — T enmination at £nd Office 075 0.0002705

VZ | DE |'s o.00195700 [ Fransport and Temrination - Temination at Tandem 0.75 0.00146

vZ | OR E§ 000733000 T ranspod and 1 emenalion - Teminalion al End Office 025 u.ﬁ

VZ | OR {3 000369170 Transport and Temination — Temunabion al Fandem 0.75 000276877

VZ | MA |§ 0001Zr0 |Recip Trafic Exchange Trunk - Meek Poinl A End Ofiice 05 000028175,

vz | MA TS 000207500 Recip Traffic Exchange Trank Meet Point B Access Tandem 0.75 0.00155628]

vz L [$ 000385340 Reciprocal Compensalion Traffic End Office Rate 0.25 0.00096335

VI | L [§ 000527660 Reciprocal Compensation Trafic Yandem Rate 075 000385745

vz ] DC |§ 600300000 Recipmcal Compensation Trafic End Gfiice Rate 025 0.00075

vz | oC|§  ¢.D0500000 Recipiocal Compensalion 1 fafic § andem Rate 075 0.0037

EQ | FL |$ 000364000 [per Call Recipmcal Compensation — End Office Set up 033 0001243

EG | FL |3 000140800 Reciprocal Compensation - End Office 1.00140

EQ | FL 1% 00036010 Jper Call Racipmcal Compensation - Tandem Switching Set up 025 0.0009@

EQ | FL {§ 000123180 |Reciprocal Compensalion - 1andem Swilching 0.75 000002325}

EQ | FL [$ 000081400 {Reciprocal Compensalion -Tandem Transgort 0.75 0.0006105]




LEC

ATET| I e 20 Per 23 Ser 2 (96-0MB&/96-0596 {discussed & ¢rl-0662)

ATET [ I INc 20 Pari 23 Sec 2 {98-0486/96-0596 (discussed 1 01-0662))

ATET[ 1L Mo 20 Pat 23 Sec 2 (96-04B6/96-0506 (dscussed n 01-06623)

ATET| L |No20Part 23 Sec 2 {96-04561%6-US56 (dscussed it (-0562))

ATAT | M [No 20 Part 23 Sec 2 40-13531)

ATET| M Mo 20 Parl 23 Sec 2 (U-13531)

ATET | Ml Mo 20 Pan 23 Sec 2 (Li-1353m)

AT&T [ M Fro 28 Part 23 Sec 2 [U-13531)

ATET | Ml [N 20 Part 23 Sec 2 \-13531)

ATET | MI [N 20 Par 23 Sec 2 [U-13531;

ATST | M {No 20 Part 23 Sec 2 {U-1253))

ATET| OH [PuCQ web sie (36-822-TP-UNC; 8-26-02 compd fling}

ATET I OH JPUCOweb sie (96-022-YP-UNG; 8-20-02 compl filng}

ATET | OH [PUCOweb ste [96-522-TP-UNC; 8-20-02 cemnpd fiing)

AT&T | OH |Puco web sie (96972 TP-UNG;, 8-36-02 compi fiing}

ATRT | KY |xr Tenit #C SGAT Allchm A (case AC 342)

ATET T KY [y Tantt 10C SGAT Atichm A (rase AC 387)

ATAT | KY [KY Tariff H0C SGAT Atchm A (case AC 382}

AT&Y | KY [Kv Tanff 2C SGAT Atchm A {case AC 362)

ATAT | KY 1KY Tarif 10C SGAT Atichm A {cese AC 382}

ATAT | KY {KY Torff 10C SGAT Attchm A [case AC 382)

ATET| TN TN Compeliive Local Exch Gamer Torifl (TRA docket 97-01262)

ATET U TN ITH Compelitive Local Exch Camier Tarifl (TRA docket §7-01252)

ATAT| TN |TN Competitive Locat Exch Carier Tariff (TRA dockel 97-01267)

ATAT] TN [TN Compettive Local Exch Carmies Tanlf [TRA docket §7.01263)

ATAT 7 TX 17X T2A Swcsesor Agreemont [Attachment 12 V2, raies adepted in Dockel 21962 )
AT&T | TX |7 724 Successor Agresment (Attachument 12 V2 rales adopted ir Docket 21982 }
ATET | TX ]TX 72A Successor Agresment {Altachment 12 VZ; rates adopled in Docket 21982
ATET Y TX 1rx 724 Successer Agyeement (Atachment 12 V2, ates adopled in Docket 29982 )
ATET | TX [TX T2A Swccessor Agroemenl jAltachment 12 V2, rates adopied im Dockel 21882 )
ATAT| OK JOK O2A Suncessor Agreement , Preing sttachmnt (Cax version, ciies from Cause PUD 97000442/570000213, 7-17-98 0OCC Pricing Order {settlement])
ATAT | OK loxoza Ay Pricing {Gax version; rates from Cause PUD 9700M42/370000213, 7-17-98 OCC Pricing Order (settioment}}
ATAT§ OK ]OK QA Successor Agreement , Pricing allachml (Cox versior rates from Cause PUD S7000442530000213, 7-17-98 OCC Pricing Drcer (seltiament])
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ATRT

QK JoK tea (Gom version, rales from Couse PUD STO0M42/G7000Z13, 7-17-88 OCC Pricing Order (setlementj}
ATET{ OK |oxoea Aoy ‘. {Cox version; rates from Cause PUD 97000442/970000213, 7-17-88 OCC Pricing Order {settiement}
ATAT| OK Joxaa A (Cox: vession; rates from Cause PUD ST000342/970008213, 7-17-98 GCC Prcing Oroes (settemsnl]}
ATET | OK fokcea ¥ (Cox version; rales from Couse PUD S7000452/970000213, 7-17-08 OCC Pricing Order (selbiemest}}
ATA&T| KS [KS K2 Successor Agreement [Parl & UNE Pr Scheduke Cox; recip comp tates from Dockel No_ §v-SCEC-1M9-GITY
ATET | KS JKS K2A Successor Agraement {Pari § UNE Pr Scheduke Cox; recip comp rtes from Docket No. 97-SCCL-HO-GIT)
ATET| KS lKS K24 Successar Agreement {Parl § UNE Pr Schedule Cox; racip comp rales from Duckel Mo_ 97-5COC-HS-GIT}
ATE&T| KS IKE K2A Successor Agreement {Pa 6 UNE Pr Schedule Cox; recip camp rales from Docket No. 97-SC0C-143-GIT}
ATBT| KS JKS K2A Successar Agreamesnt {Part & UNE Pr Schedule Gox; recip comp rates from Docket Mo, 97-SCDC- HO-GIT)
ATET | KS ]JKS K2A Successor Agresment {Pan & UNE Pr Sciwdule Cox, recip comp rates from Docket No. 87-5C00- M0-GIT)
ATET | KS ]KS K2 Successar Agreement {Pad  UNE Pe Schedule Gox; racip comp raies from Docket No. 97-5CCC- MS-GT}
ATET | K5 JKS K2A Succossar Agreement (Parl § UNE Pr Scheduk Cox; recp comp mates from Docket No. §7-SCCC-48-GIT}
ATET | KS [Ks K2A Suecessor Agreement {Part 6 UNE Pr Schedle Cax; recip comp raies from Dockel No. 97-8CCC-MB-GIT)
ATET] KS |Ks K2A Successor Agraamen: {Part & URE Pr Schedule Cox; recip comp rates Trom Docket No. 97-SCCC-149-GIT)
ATEBT| KS |Ksms.usmAgrm:(pan & UNE Pr Schedule Con; recip comp sales from Dockel No. 97-SCCC-MS-GIT)
ATET | KS [JKS K24 Successor Agresment {Part 6 UNE Pr Schedule Coo; recip cemg eates drom Dockel No, 07-SCOC-149-GIT}
ATET | AR AR A2A Surcessor Agrecment {adoptod KS UNE rales during 771 see AR case 041084} lly of ATAT Smith)
ATET | AR JAR A2A Successor Agrearmant {adopted KS UNE rales guring 271 see AR case D4-100-U Lly of AT&T Smith)
ATRT | AR |AR A2A Successor Agreement {adopied KS UNE rates duing 27%: see AR case 34-103-U Lly of ATAT Smih)
ATET | AR [AR A2A Successor Agresment {adopred KS UNE rates during 27F: see AR case 8- 05U Hy of ATAT Smay
ATET | AR [ARAZA Successor Agreemnent (adeited KS UNE rates during 2Tt sea AR case 04-300-U tly of ATAT Senith)
ATET| AR [ahtA2n Sucessor Agreement (adopted KS UNE rates durng 271: see AR case 64- K9 Ly of ATST Smih)
ATET| AR JARA2A Successor Agreement (adogled KS UNE rates during Z71: see AR case 64108k tty of ATAT Smith)
ATET | AR [AR A2 Successor Agreement tadopted XS UNE rates during 271 see AR case 84-105-Lf ly of ATAT Smid)
ATET| AR AR A4 Successor Agreement (adogted KS UNE rates during 271 see AR case 04-108-L tty of AT&T Smih)
ATAT | AR AR A2A Successor Atreement (adapted KS UNE rales during 271: see AR case 04-108-UF Ity of ATAT Smith)
ATAT| AR AR AZA Successor Agreement (adopted XS UNE rales during Z71: see AR case 04-103-L1 tty of ATAT Smith)
ATAT| AR [ARAZA Swcessor Agreement (adopied KS UNE raies during Z71: see AR case 04-109-U tty of AT&T Smih)
ATAT | MO MO M2A Successor Aarcement (note in XC 3CA says rates besed on TO-97-40 less volunatry reduclions in 271 T0O-98-227 {6304 order))
ATET| MO [MOM2a Successo Agreement (nole n XC ICA says rates based on T0O-97-40 less vokynalry recuclions in 279 TC-38.227 {8-30-1 order))
ATAT | MO MO M2A Sustessor Agreemen: (note i XO [CA says rates based on TO-97-4D less volwmiry reductions i1 271 70-89-227 {8-30-1 order})
ATAT | MO [MOM2A Successor Agreemen: (nole in XO ICA says rales based on TO-67-40) less vounatry reguctions in 271 TO-88-277 {B-30-1 orter))
ATAT | MO [MCMIA Suceessor Agreement [nole in XO ICA says rates based on T0-97-40 less vohnatey reductions in 271 TG-93-277 (2-30-1 order))
AT&T | MO [MO M2A Successor Agresmenl [nole in XO ICA says rates Based on TO-97-4D less voluratry reductions in 271 TC-99-227 {8-30-1 onder})
ATET | MO [MOM2A Successor Agreement [ncte in XO ICA says rates based on TO-57-40 ks volurmlry raductions i 271 TO-09-227 (8-30-1 ordery)
ATET | MO [MOM2A Succassor Agreement (rofe in XD ICA says rates hased an TO-7-46 less volunelry raductions n 271 TO-99-227 (B-30-1 arer)}
ATET]| MO MO M2A Successor Agroemant nole in X0 ICA says rates based on TOR-40 less voluralry reductions i 271 008227 (3-30-1 ordes})
ATAT | MO [MOMIA Successor Agreement feole in XD ICA says rales hased on TO-97-40 less volnalry reductions i 271 1088227 (8-30-1 order})
ATET [ MO MO M24 Successor Agreement focte b X0 ICA says rtes hased on TO-97-40 less volunatry reductions i1 277 1109227 (8-30-1 arder))
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ATET

ATET| MO
ATRT | MO [MOM2A Successor Agreemens {ncle in X0 ICA says mites bised on TO-97-40 leas volnalry reductions in 271 T0D-06-227 (8-36-1 oroen)}
ATET | MO [MOM2A Successor Agreement fncde in X0 ICA says sates based on 705740 less volrry reductions v 271 T0-88-227 (8-30-1 oroer)}
ATAT | MO MO M2 Successar Agrement {nole in X0 ICA says rates based on TO-9-40 less volnatry reductions i 271 TO-99-227 (6-30:1 oraen)}
ATET | CA [CA Generic Pricing Schedue {fian 22-Stale Agreement. Case A 01-02-004/A 0102035}
ATAT{ CA |cA Genenic Pridng Schedule {irom Z2-State Agreernent; Case A D1-020241A 0100035}
ATRT | CA [CA Generic Pricing Scheduis {Irom 22-5tale Agreemant; Case A $1-02.0040A 01-02-035)
ATET | CA |oA Generic Pricing Sehedute (from 22-Stale Agresment; Case A 81-02-024/A 01-02-035}
ATET | CA™ A Generic Pricing Schemde (irom 22-Stale Agreement; Case A 01020241 &1-02-035)
ATA&T| CA |cA Generic Pricing Schedde {from 22-Stale Agreement; Case A 91-D2-0M/A 01-02-005)
ATAY | CA JcA Geneic Pricing Schedue ({from 22-Stale Agreemnent; Case A 01-02-0244A 01-06-035}
ATAT | NV INV Goneri: Pricing Scheduie [Irom 22-Stale Agreement; cost based: see cese D0-TUR (271) 2-17-02 arar]}
ATAT] NV [NV Genesic Pricing Schedule {irom 22-Stale Agreement; cost based: see case 007031 (271) 129702 ordes))
ATAT| NV NV Genari: Pricing Schedue (Irom 22-State Agreement; cost based: see case 007031 (271) 12.77-02 ceder)}
AT&T] NV [NV Ganeric Pricing Schedus (Trom 22-Stale Agreement; cost basect see case 00-T03T (271) 2-17-02 order))
ATAT{ NV NV Generic Pricing Schedule [from 22-Stzle Agreemer; cost based: see case D0-7031 (271) 12-77-02 ordes]}
ATAT| MV [NV Gawric Pricing Scheduls (from 72-State Agreement; cost besed: see cese 00-7031 (271} 12-97-02 ordexl}
ATAT| AL [9Stae Generic Proing Schedule (dockel 27621) i
ATST| AL [9Stae Genenc Pricing Schedule [docked 27621)
ATET| AL [o-State Generic Pricing Schethe [dockel 2TB21)
ATAT| AL [95tate Generc Prichg Schedule (docked 27821)
AT&T| AL [9Stste Genenc Pricing Sthecue (docket 27821)
ATAT | GA [9-5tae Genaric Pricing Schedule (docket 14364 remand}
ATAT | GA [9-Staie Generc Pricing Schedule (docket 1436%-4f remand;
AT&T] GA [3State Generc Pricing Schedule (docket 1436 34 remand)
AT&T{ GA [3State Ganerc Pricing Scheduke (dockel 1436 3-U remand)
ATAT1 A [o-Stae Genere Pricivg Schedule (docket 149614 remand)
AT&T | MS [9-Siae Generc Pricing Schedule (00-U4-999; LS and post}
ATET | MS [o-Stae Generc Pricing Schedue ((0-UA-999; =Tan sw + 7 landem ports}
ATET | MS rs-s:ate Generc Pricng Schedule (00-UA-39)
ATBT | MS [o-siate Generk Pricing Schedue (00-14-398)
ATET | M5 Jo-Siaie Coneric Pricin Schedue (00-U4-509)
ATET| NC imm Gaseric Pricing Schedule (Docke: P-100 St 133d)
ATRT| NC |95|ace Generic Pricing Schedule (Dacke: P-%00 Sub 133}
ATET | NC [o-State Generic Pricing Scheduda (Docker P-10 Sue 133d;
NC

[9.812te Goreric Pricing Schedue (Docket P-100 Sub 133d)

AT&T | NC [3-51ae Generi Pricing Schedule (Docket P-100 Sub 1330}
ATRT | SC |¢-Srate Gererc Pricing Schedula {docke! 2001-85-C rates)
ATET | SC |o-State Senerc Pricing Schedue (docket 2001-65C rates)
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e

|B-Slae Generic Pricing Schedule {dockel 2('!166-[: rees}

5C

AT&T| SC [o-Stae Generic Pricing Schedue (dociel 2001-65-C rales)
ATETE SC [3-State Generi; Pricing Schedue (dockel XI01-65-C reles)

SGAT; Cost Docket T-DO000A-00-0194 Phase I1a Order No. 65451 Efiective 52/12/02 Cosl Dockel, T-000G0A-00-0194 Phases I & Ha Record Reopened Decisior Ne. 66335 Efective Dates
Quesl| AZ |e12028 10503

SGAT; Cost Dockel T-000004-00-0134 Phase |12 Orrer No_ 65451 Efective 1212082 Cost Docket T-00000A-00-01%4 Phases Il & 1la Record Reopened Decisior No. 66385 EMective Dates
Quest| AZ |o12023 1003

'SGAT; Cost Dockel T-000008-00-0164 Phase [1a Ordar No. 6545+ Eftective 12412102 Cost Docket T-00000A-00-0934 Phases Il & lia Record Reopened Decision No. 66385 Eflective Dates
Qwest]| A7 |enzi02 s ioivm

'SGAT: Cos! Docke! T-U0000A-00-0134 Phese |12 Order No. 65451 Eflective 12/12/62 Cost Docket T-00000A-00-0134 Phesas Il & lla Record Reopened Oecision No. 66345 Effeclive Dates
Qwest] AZ {enxo2 & Wi
Gwest] CO {SGAT; Cost Docket 9A-STTT
Qwest] CO  [SGAT; Cost Docket 99A-577T
Qwest| CO  [SGAT, Cost Docket 3985777
Qwest| CO  [SGAT; Cost Docket 998-577T

SGAT; Cosl Docket RPU-96-9 Fflactive 12/8/98 Docket TF-02-202 Vountary Rate Reduction. Effective 652 and reductions are reflacted in the 52402 Extibi A Docket ¥F-02-202 Addbional
Qwest| A [Vontay Rate Reduction. Effects /6107 and reductions are refiected in the 85402 Exhibk A.

[SGAT; Cost Docket APU-96-3 Efleciive 12/6/08 Docket TF-02-202 Vihurtary Rate Reduction. Effectve 65102 and reductions are refiected in the 524/02 Exiibl A Docket TF-07-202 Addtinal
Owest] JA  [vountary Rate Reduction. Effeciive B/5/02 and reductions are reflacted in the 8502 Extbit A

SGAT ; Cost Docket RPU-96-9 Effeciive 12/8/98 Docket TF-02-202 Voiuriary Rale Rexuction, Effectiva 6/5/02 ard reductions are refected in the 5/24/02 Exhibi A Docket TF-02-202 Addi intat
Owest] 18  [voustary Rate Reduction. Efieclive BS/02 and reductions are refiected in the I5/02 Extibk. A.

SGAT; Cost Docket RPU-86-9 Effective 12898 Dlocket TF-02-207 Vakintary Rale Reduction  Effiecive 875402 and reductions are reflacled in the 5/24/02 Exhibl A Docket TF-52-202 Addiional
Owest] 1A [voumtary Rate Reduction, Effective 6502 and reductions ae cetiectet in Lhe BIS/02 Exhik A

J5GAT; Cost Docket EWE-T-04-11, Order No 23408 {January 5, 2004 riles effeclive danuary 5, 2004. Secont Vnkuntary Rate Reouction, Docket UISW.T-00-3, effective &/7/02. Reductions
Qwest | IO freflected i the 7770402 Earbd A. Third Voluntary Raxe Reduciion Dockel USW-T-00-3, effective 1211602, Redurtions reflected in fhe 10/B/2 Exhibi A.

FSGAT; Cost Docker CNVE-T-61-11, Order No. 28408 {January 5, 2004} rates effective January 5, 2004. Seconc Yokniary Rate Recuction, Dockel USW.T-00-3, effective 6/7/02. Reductions
Quest| 1D freflected in the 71002 Extvbll A. Thind Vountary Rlate Reduction Dockel USW-T-00-3, effective 12116402, Reductions refiected in the 1071602 Exhibit A

JSEAT; Cost Decket OWE-T-01-11, Order No. 20408 {Janwary 5, 2004} rates effective January 5 Z004. Secons Vokary Rate Reouction, Docket USW.T-00-3, effective €/7/02. Reductions
Quest| 1D Preticted inthe 211002 Exhid A. Third Volntary Rate Reduction Dockel USWET-00-3, effective 12116402, Reductions reflacled in the 1I¥1B/02 Exhbi A,

|5GAT; Cost Docket CWE-T-0H-11, Qrder No. 20408 {January 5, 2004} rales effective January 5, 2004. Second Vokntary Rate Reduciion, Docket USWET-00-3, effective 611102, Redustions
Qwest| 1D |refieiea in the 7110502 Exnibt A, Third Vountary Rate Reduciion Dockel USWET-00-3, effective 1211602, Reductions reflacted i the 10 16/02 Exhiyt A,
Qwest | MN |SGAT; Docket Mo. P42¥/CI-01-1375, OAH Dackat No. 17-2500-14480-2 Recipracal Campensation, ockel No. P-4217C1-01-1375, DAH Dockel No. 12-2500-14480-2
Qwesl | MN |SGAT; Dockel No. PAZUCI-01-137, QAH Dochst Ne. 12-7500-14480-2 Reciocat Campensasion, Dockel No. P-A21/C1-01-1375, OAH Docket No. 12-2500-14490-2
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fwest [ MN {SGAT; Dockel Ho. P42HCI-01-1375, DAH Dockel Mo, 12+2500-14490-2 Recimocal Compensalion, Dockal Na. P-12%C1-01-1375, ORH Dockel No. 12-2500-14430-2
Qwest | MN [SGAT; Dockel No. P<424G3-041375, OAH Dockel No. 12-2500-14490-2 Reciprocal Compensation, Docket M. P4ZVCI-01-5375, Q8H Docket No. 12-2500-14490-2
SGAT: Cosl Dockel D2000.6.89 Stipulated Agreement Approved in Drder No, 62600 Eftactive 10112101 Docket [12000.6.50 Volntary Rate Resuction. Effeclive /10/02 and reductions 28
rellecied in the July 3, 2003 £xhbit A These rates ae oot subject to true Up and wi e apphen on & goiny forwa:d basis. Docket D000.6.80 Thid Addiional Rate Reduction. to the volunlary
Cwest | MT  Jreductions Effeclive 5022 and reficted n the Augus| 30, 2002 Exhbll A, Rotes reaffimed in Cost Dacket D2002.7.67, Order No. 6435b,
SGAT; Cost Docket D2000 689 Stiputaied Agseement Approved in Order No. 6260 Eftective 10120t Docket (12000 6.8 Vowlary Rate Reduction. Effective 710/ Bnd reductions are
refiecied inthe July 3, 2003 Extrhkt A. These rates are ol subject to true up and wi be applied on a going forward basis Dockel D12000.6.80 Third Additional Rate Recuction. ta the volwlacy
Qwest | MT Effictive 1072002 and reflected n the Augaul 30, 2002 Exhibl A Rates seaffumedt in Cost Docket 02002 7 87, Order No. 6435b.,
SGAT Cost Docked D2000L6 B9 Stipulated Agreement Appeoved n Order Ne. 62600 Effective 1012401 Dockel D2000.5.80 Vohniary Rate Reducton. Effecive 110/ and recuclions ae
reflectad in the Jul 3, 2003 Exhib® A These rates are not sulject Lo Irve up and wil ba applied an 2 going forward basis. Oockel [2000.6.80 Thrd Addtienal Rale Reduction. 1n the volmtary
Qwest] MT froductions Effective 10/25¥02 2nd reflected in tha August 30, 2002 Exhbl A. Rales reaffrmed i Cost Docket D2DOZ 7.87, Order No. 54350,
SGAT, Cost Docket DZ0X.6.B9 Stipulated Agresent Appraved in Oroer No. 62600 Effective 1012101 Dockel $2000.6.80 Voluntary Rele Reduction. Edtective 7102 and reduclions sra
reflected i the Juty 3, 2000 Exhibil A, These rates @re not subject ic Inse up and wil be applied on 2 gong farward basi. Blocket D2000.6.80 Third Addtional Fale Reduction. 10 the voluntary
Cwest| MT  freductions Effective 142002 and reflected in the August 30, 2002 Exhblt A, Rales reaffimned in Cost Dockel Y2002 7.87, Order No. £435b.
Qwest| ND [SGAT; Cost Docket Case No, PU-2342-01-206
CQwest] ND |[SGAT: Cost Docket Case No. PU-2342-01-206
Owest| MND [SGAT. Cost Dockel Case No. PL-2342-01-206
Qwest| MD [SGAT Cost Docket Case No, PI-2342-01-206
SGAT; Cost Cocket C-2516 | F1-49 Effective 6702 Volumary Rate Reduction Dockel C-2696/ P1-49, £-266, C-2750, effective &/7/02. Reductions reflected in the §2/02 Exhibl A. Al camiers
il recaiva the volintarly reduced rales unkss they expiclly zequest the highes Ordered rates. Third Vekntary Rale Reduttion Docket C-261 P1-49, G-266, C-2750, effective 12/18/02
Qwest] NE [Reductions reflected i the 10116102 Exhibl A.
SGAT; Cast Docket C-2516 / P1-49 Effective 5702 Vontary Rate Reduction Docket C-Z516¢ Pi-49, C-266. C-2750, elfecliva 6/7/02. Reduclions reflected i the B/202 Exhitit A. Al carmiers
wil receiva the volunlarly seduced rales uness they expicily request the iigher Droered rales. Thind Vokuatary Rate Reduction Docket (-2516¢ PI-49, C-266, C-2750, effective 121002,
Qwest] NE jReductions reflected i the 10M&02 Exhibl A.
SGAT; Cost Doacket C-2516 ! PI-49 Eflective 57102 Yountary Rate Reduction Docket C-2516/ PH40, £:266, C-2750, effeclve G7/02 Reductions reflacted in the 6/2/02 Exhiit A Al carmiers.
Wil receive the volntarly tecuced rates umess they expicily request the higher Orderet rates. Thind Yokutary Rate Reduclion Docket C-2516/ PI-49, C-266, 5-2750, effective 12118402,
Qwest] NE  |Reductions reflected n the ¥¥ 1602 Exhibi A.
SGAT; Cost Oacket G-2515 1 P14 Effeclive 87102 Volnlary Rate Reduction Docket C-2516 PI-49, C-266, €-2750, eHecive 6/7/02. Reductions reflecled in the &/2/07 Exhib A, Al casriers
Wil receive the voluntarly sotuced siles unless [hey explcitly request the higher Crdered rates. Thind Volintary Race Reduttion Docket C-2516) PI48, C-266, C-2750. etfecive 1218007
Qwestp NE [Reouctions refiected inthe 10116702 Extitt A.
Qwesl | NM ]5GAT, Cost Dockel Uity Case 3435, Prrase 8, effective Y806 Casl Dorket Uty Case 1485, Phase B, effective 52405
Qwesl | NM [SGAT; Cosi Docket Uty Case 3495, Phasc B, effsctive YB/D5 Cost Dockel LRty Gase 3435, Phase B, effective 5405
Qwest| MM |SGAT: Cost Dockel Wity Case 3495, Phasa B, effective ¥8/05 Cost Docket Uty Case 3435, Phase B, effeciive 52405
Quest| NM [SGAT: Cost Dockel Uity Case 3495, Phase B, effecive X805 Cost Duckel Uty Casa 3495, Phase B, eHfeciive 2405
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OR ISG\T;mMth‘BS)VMmMMmMHWﬁ Reductons refected in the 12/702 Exhil A.

OR_[SGAT; Ut 844 (Order No. 57 236) Vol ry Rafe Reduction Docket UM 973, Reductions maicled 1 [he 127302 EXhbA A

OR I_SG\T;LHMWMJiMVMﬂMWhMWW& Reductions reflected In Lhe 12/¥02 Exhibt A.

OR ISG\T; UM B44 (Order No. 97,239} Voksrary Rale Roduction Docket UM 373, Reductions raliected i Lhe 12/3/(2 Exhibt A.

SGAT; Quest and ATET Arbitration in Docket Ne. TCO6-184, effactive March 4, 1993 Voluniary Rale Reduction, Docket TCM-165, effextive 121202 Reductions refiecled in the 141202
CGwest| SD |Exhbit A

SGAT; Cwest and AT&T Arbiration in Docket No. TC96-1B4, effective March 4, 1999 Voluntary Rate Recuclion, Dockel TEU1-165, effective 12/12/02. Reductions refiected in the 121202
Qwest| SD |Exhia A

[SGAT; Ques! end ATET Arbitration in Docket Ne. TC96-184, effective March 4, 1939 Vokumtary Rate Reduclion, Docket TC01-165, effective $2'¢2402. Reductions reflected in the 12712102
Qwest | 5D JExitl A

[SGAT; Qwasl and AT&T Arblration in Docket M. TC96-1B4, effective March ¢, 1999 Vokutary Rate Reduclion, Docket T001-165, effective 1211202 Ruduciions reflected i+ lhe 12/42/02
CQwest| SD |Exii A

[SGAT; Cosi Dockel 00-048-105 Reconsideration Etfactive 1111543 Cosl Dockel 01-048-85, Switching Portion. Effeclive 1115004 Docked H0-049-08 Third Voiuniary Rate Reduclon. ERective
Qwest{ UT ber 18, 2002 and regiuctions. are reflected i the Ociober 16, 2002 Exhibi A Rales reaftrmed in Cost Doclet No. 01-04335 Order.

SGAT; Cost Docked 00-030-105 Recamsideration Eftective 11/115/03 Cos! Dockel (M-DA9-85, Switching Portion. Effective /1504 Dockel 00-049-G8 Thied Voluniary Rale Raduclion. Elfective

Quest| UT ter 16, 2002 and reduclions are refiected = the October 16, 2002 Fxhid A Reles resffrmed in Cost Docket No. (104385 Orcer.
[SGAT; Cost Dockel D0-049-105 Reconsideration Eftective. 11/15/06 Cost Dockel, (1-040-85, Swhching Porizon, Effective 1i15/68 Slocket 00-M8-03 Third Voluniary Rale Recuction. Effective
Qwest] UT ber 16, 2002 and reduciions are weflected i the October 16, 2002 Exhbl A, Rales redffrmed n Gosl Docket No. (14985 Crger.

SGAT; Coat Docket 00-048-105 Reconsideration Etfectiva 1115108 Cost Dockel 0-043-85, Switching Portion. Effective 175504 Docket 00-IM3-08 Thirg Vilurtary Rele Reduetion. Effectire
CQwest [ UT  |December 16, 2002 and reduclions are reflacted in the October 16, 2002 Exhbl A, Rales reffrmed in Cost Dockel No, 01-043-85 Croer.

SGAT; Genenc Coel Dockel, UT-960368 Denctes vountary rele reduction. These rales are net subfect Ie true up and wil be appled on 2 going Forward basis. Deaveraged bep and subloop
I(ds(m'madfeml rales ore porsuant 37th supylementa erder in Dockat UT-003013,
SGAT; Generic Coet Dochel, LIT-96369 Denctes vohuntary rale reduction. These rales are not subject to true up and wil be applad on a going forward basis. Deaveraged bop and subloop
Qwest | WA Jdstrbution end teeder} reles are pursuant 37th suppkemertal prder in Docket UT-D03013.
SGAT; Generic Cost Dochel, UT-9RB3 Denctes vountary rate reducticn. These rales are not subject te true up and wil be apgied on 2 going Forward hasis. Deavernged loop and subloop
Owest | WA |idstriation end feedes} reles are pursuanl 37th supgemental ordes in Docket UT-000013.

Qwest| WA

SCAT; Genefit: Cost Docket, LIT-960369 Denales voluntary rate reduction.  These rales a0 nol subject to bue up and wil be applied o 2 going lonwand basis. Deeveraged loop and subbop

Qwest slriwdion and feecer) fales ate pursuant 37th supglemental orer in Docket UT 00313,

Qwest |ss-.r; Cost Gacket 70000-TA-0-1023, effeciive $/0606

Cwest ]334T Cost Bocke. TOODITA-04-1023, effective HOGI0G

Qwest SGAT; Cost Docket 70600-TA-D4-1023, effective 1/06/06

VZ NY Tarkt No 8 Sec 35 {10-15-2 Order in 98-C-1357 elc.)

VZ VZ NY Tad¥ Ma 4 Sec 35 {10-15-2 Order in 96-C-1357 elc.)

WA
WY
WY
Qwest] WY JSGAT; Cost Docket 70000-TA-D4-1023, effective 1/0606
WY
NY
NY
PA

VI PA PUC Farif Na 216 Sec § [referercing docket R-D0O1ER)

174 PA  |PAPUC Tarff No 216 Sec 6 (referencing dockel R-00016683)
V2 Ml JGrarite 2003 ICA (Case No. U-11832 rates)

174 Ml JGrante 2003 ICA (Case Mo, U-11832 rates)
VZ OH  |Grarite 2005 ICA (ATAT arbiration; 19%; Docket Ho. 96-832-TP-ARB )




vZ

Tomrae 2000 TCA ATAT abiration; 1005, Dokt Mo, S5-802-1P-ARD |

OH
VZ | TX [Acoess Pont ICA (2008} {Rlaies based on MCHATAT arb)
YZ | TX [Acoess Pont ICA (2009) {Fales based on MCHATAT ar)
VZ | VA VA UNE st (VA Ard Order Enatum App A)
VZ { VA [VAUNE st VA At Order Emalum App A}
VZ 1 WA [Farifi W 21 UNE (\ME oockel UT-023003)
V2 | WA [Tastt W 121 UNE QUNE cocket LT (29003
vz MD vZ Complance Price Eis| Cese BBTY (Thed per Order 73636)
VZ | MD [vZ Complance Price Lisi Case BET (fled per Ordar 79696)
VZ | MNJ |[VZ Recuing Rate Scheoue Allachment A (DOCKET No. TOGI0S0055]
174 Nt [vZ Recuriing Rate Schedwie Allachment A (DOCKET No. TOO0SISE)
VZ | CA [ca PUC Decsion 07-40-001 {finad rales in'VZ UNE case 53-04-008)
VZ | CA [CAPUC Decsion G7-10-091 {finel refes in VZ UNE case 53-04-003)
VZ | CA [CAPUC Decsion 0740091 {fincd rales in YZ UNE case 33-04-00%
VZ | CA A PUC Deckion 07-40-291 (Tmal retes in VZ UNE case 53-04-003)
VZ | DE [DE Docket 96-304 {Exhid [ of Orsier 4542 upheld by appedl)
vz DE  JPE Docket $6-324 (Exhbt T of Orcer 4542 upheld by apped)
VZ | OR [ELI1CA App 2 Pricing isefesencing OR PUC UM 3 B44)
VZ | OR [euica App 2 Pricng irelevencing OR PUC UM # 834)
VZ | WA WA Tasit No 17 Sec C and M (UNE case DTE 01-20)
VZ [ MA WA Tasdt No 77 Sec C and M [UNE case DTE 01-20)
['74 N HCA wih 360 rate based on ATAT-YZ ICA arty, Qrder dited December 3, 1996, in 56-AB-05)
7 IL JrCA wih 350 (Order 06-0312. These UNE rales became ftective on August 1, 2006
VZ | DC [Price List tolowing Order 12610 i formal case 962
VZ | DG [Frice List folowing Crder 12610 m ferrnal cane 062
EQ | FL |docket 990698870, order PSC-03-005-FOF TP (1/A/3) {malches raies w EQisecanlly submited ICAS)
EQ [ Ft [docket 9906498-TC, arder PSC-03-005B-FCF -TP (1/&/3) {malches rates in EQusecenlly submilted iCAs)
EQ [ FL [docket 9306438-TO, order PSC-U3-0058-F OF -TP (1873} {matches rates in EQrecenlly submilted IGAS)
EQ | FL [docket 9906494-T0, order PSC-O3-D05BF OF -TP {W&3) {matches rates in EQ recenlly submilled ICAS)
EQ FL [docket 990649A-TC, order PSC-03-D05B-FOF -TP (483} {matches rales in EQ racenlly submitied ICAs)
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WASHINGTON HARBOUR, SUITE 400

NEW YORK. NY 3050 K STREET, NW FACEIMILE
Trsons coRMER. VA WASHINGTON, D.C. 20007-5108 [202) 3az-s4s1
CHICAGQ. L www keileydrye.com

STAMFORD. €T
(202) 142-8400
PARSIPPANY. NJ

USSELS, BEELGIUM
ER DIRECT LIME: {202} 342-8518

EMAIL: icohen@kelleydrye, com
AFFILIATE OFFISES

JAKARTA, INDONESIA
MUMBAIL, INDIA

September 26, 2008

VIAECFS

Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Commumecations Commission
The Portals

445 - 12th Street, SW

Washingion, DC 20554

Re:  Notice of Ex Parte Presentation — WC Docket 07-135
Diear Ms. Portch:

OmniTel Communications, a rural competitive local exchaunge carrier (“CLEC™)
under the Commission’s access charge rules, has participated in the above-referenced docket by
filing comments and by meeting with Commission staff, including through its representatives on
several occasions. OmniTel contends -- and believes there is considerable support for the
proposition — that there is only one fundamental issue to be addressed in this proceeding:

- whether the rates a LEC charges interexchange carriers (“IXCs"} for switched access services
when that LEC criginates and or terminates large volumes of traffic are just and reasonable
under Section 201{b) of the Commmications Act of 1934, as amended.> Other issues that have
been raised by parties in this rulemaking proceeding are largely superfluous and distract from
fhis central issne.”

1 47US.C. § 201(b)

Among the subordinate issues that are “red herrings” in this rulemaking proceeding are
the types of businesses in which LECs’ customers engage and whether LECs and their
customers have any sort of commission, marketing fee, or revenue sharing arrangement.
Having characterized these issues in this manner, OmniTel submits further that there may
be, in certain cases, additional issues requiring a factual inquiry, which cannot properly
be addressed in this generic proceeding but should be handled in specific complaint
settings. These issues may concern, for example, whether any particular CLEC is a rural



KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LLr

Marlene H. Dorich
September 26, 2008
Page Two

In the 2001 CLEC Access Charge Order,” the Commission ruled that rural
CLECs may assess switched access rates up to the rates of the competing rural incumbent local
exchange carrier or, if the competing incumbent is not a rural camier, the CLEC may set its rates
up to the NECA’s highest rate band for local switching (the so-called “rural exempt:ion”).4 In
establishing these rules, the FCC determined, in effect, that rates at or below the applicable
benchmarks were per se just and reasonable. By the same token, rural CLECs that wish to
charge rates above the benchmarks have been able to do so under the Commission’s rules, but
only outside the taniffing process, i.e., through carrier-to-carrier contracts.”

In its 2004 reconsideration of the CLEC Access Charge Order,® the FCC
specifically rejected a request to allow CLECs to tariff higher rates or obtain arbitration of higher
proposed rates when unable to negotiate them on the basis of cost justification. The FCC
emphasized that, from henceforth, it was regulating CLEC rates based on market factors, not cost

factors.’

In the pending “traffic stimulation” rulemaking proceeding (WC Docket 07-135),
certain IXCs allege that allowing CLECs to.set rates on the foregoing benchmarks provides an
" incentive for rural CLECs to engage in so-called “traffic stimulation” activities, which the TXCs
believe render CLEC access charge rates objectionable, even though they comply with the rural
CLEC access charge rules. In short, the IXCs seek a miling from the Commission that the
current rules are no longer consistent with the public interest and are not being emplovyed as
originally infended when rural CLECs sign up end users with large amounts of interexchange
traffic. As relief in this proceeding, the IXCs seek a change in the rules that reduce the

CLEC and therefore qualifies to participate in the FCC’s CLEC access charge rules, what
specific CLEC access charge taniff terms and conditions might apply to the network
configuration in which access charges are being assessed, and whether there is an
atfiliation between a CLEC and a particular customer.

In the Matter of Access Charge Reform, Reform of Access Charges Imposed by
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, Seventh Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 96-262, rel. April 27, 2001. (“CLEC Access
Charge Order™)

4 47CFR. §61.26 (“CLEC Access Charge Rules™)
CLEC Access Charge Order at § 40.

6 In the Matter of Access Charge Reform, Reform of Access Charges Imposed by
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, Petition of Z-Tel Communications, Inc. For
Temporary Waiver of Commission Rule 61.26(d} to Facilitate Deployment of Competitive
Service in Certain Metropolitan Statistical Areas, CC Docket No. 96-262 and CCB/CPD
File No. 01-19, rel. May 18, 2004.

7 Id §57.
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permissible levels of switched access charges when rural CLECs terminate large numbers of
interstate interexchange minutes. Numerous EXCs have submifted cornments and ex parte letiers
and presentations in this proceeding proposing new benchmarks to deal with the alleged traffic
stimulation, but none of these are supported by sufficient evidence to allow the Commission fo
adopt the proposed rates (and the conditions in which they apply) as the basis for a new rule.
Instead, these proposals assume that 2 CLEC subject to the current rules with large amounts of
incoming interexchange traffic is acting unlawfully and then impose arbitrary limits and propose
that such CLECs may assess access charges only at NECA Band 1 rates, at the high end, or a few
tenths of a cent per minute, on the low end. Notably, having no evidence to support these
proposed levels, these suggested rule changes essentially abandon the market-based principles
the Commission’s rural CLEC access charge rules were designed, as explained above, to reflect.

As OmniTel’s representatives have indicated to the staff in prior meetings in this
docket, OmniTel has been negotiating with individual EXCs on the prospective access rate that it
will charge and that the IXC will pay for so-called “stimulated traffic.” With certain IXCs, . ,
OmniTel has found these negotiations to be productive, and setilements (which are confidential) :

o  have resulted from the parties’ joint efforts. With other IXCs, negotiations continue. OruiiTel
7 believes the Commission should view the existence of such agreements as persuasive evidénce . ' -

that, even with their divergent interests, yural CLECs and IXCs operating in an environment with
‘the current Commjssion rules can settle their disputes and arrive at market-based arrangements - - -
for the provision of future access services for so-cafled “stimulated traffic™ without the
imposition of additional regulation. In other words, no Commission action in this proceeding is
warranted.

However, should the Commission determine that it needs to alter the current
access charge rules for rural CLECs, it should impose rates in cases where there is so-called
“stimulated traffic” based upon the best evidence available, that is the rates actually agreed upon
by the IXCs and CLECs in prospective rate agreements. To that end, to settle their recently-filed
disputes regarding both interstate and intrastate access charges reflected in both federal court in
the Eastern District of Virginia and before the State of Towa Department of Comumnerce Utilitics
Board (“IUB”), OmmiTel and Verizon recently entered into an agreement covering prospective
rates through July 2011. The heart of the deal is that *(i) OmniTel agreed, as part of a
comprehensive sef of negotiated trade-offs, to charge Verizon a single composite rate for
originating and terminating intrastate and interstate switched access traffic for the next three
years; and (ii} Verizon agreed, based on the same set of negotiated factors, to make a lump-sum
payment to OmniTel to seitle the ‘past-due’ amount.”® In response to a filing from Vernizon to

8 Verizon's Supplemental Filing Regarding Dismissal of Respondent OmniTel, State of

Iowa Department of Commerce Jowa Utilities Board, Docket No. FCU-08-11, Aug. 21,
2008 at 4. (“Supplemental Filing™) A copy of the Supplemental Filing is attached
bereto.
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dismiss the litigation it commenced against OmniTel, the IUB directed OmniTel to make that
rate and the terms and conditions of its agreement with Verizon, as they apply to inirastate
services, available to all other customers of OmniTel’s intrastate switched access
telecommunications services. On September 24, 2008, OmniTel filed with the TUB the attached
amendment to its intrastate tariff, which reflects its agreement with Verizon. As a resulf, the rate
and terms and conditions of that agreement will be available to all other interexchange carriers.
The going-forward “single composite rate” for the provision of access services to its IXC
customers in this tariff amendment is $0.014/minute of use - regardless of the amount of traffic
exchanged between the LEC and IXC. This rate 1s comparable to typical access charges
(inclusive of local switching, transport, and other applicable charges) that apply currently for
carriers entitled to bill at NECA Band 1 rates.”

This rate is based on expectations from both Verizon and itself that OmniTel will
continue to provide service to entities, like conference call companies and chat line companies,
whose own customers generate large amounts of interexchange traffic terminated by OmniTel. -
This rate is appropriate for the FCC to use as a per se lawful default rate for rural CLECs "

- providing access services to IXCs exchanging large volumes of interstate mtercxchange trafﬁc mn

the event the CLEC and IXC cannot negotiate 2 rate.

-For ruraI CLECS Who do not terminate so-called “stimulated traﬁic” or otherwise
do not expenence relatively large traffic volumes, there is no reason to believe — and no evidence
has been placed in the record to demonstrate -- that the cirrent benchmark and exemption of the
CLEC Access Charge Rules should be altered. Therefore, the Commission should establish a
threshold based on monthly mmutes of terminating traffic before this new rate becomes
effective. Based on ex parte submissions from other interested parties in this proceeding,
including IXCs, and its own knowledge of traffic levels for rural CLECs, OmniTel submits that
this threshold should be set at 2,000 minutes of use per month for each access line. Ifa CLEC
exceeds this threshold, then the default composite rate of $0.014/minute of use should apply,
unless the parties negotiate another rate.

We request that this letter, which is being filed electronically, be placed in the file
for the above-captioned proceeding.

Verizon states in its Supplemental Filing that “its basis for settling based on a
modification of OmniTel’s going-forward rate is that Verizon seeks to stop OmniTel’s
traffic pumping and other illegal conduct by reducing OmniTel’s incentives to engage mn
arbitrage.” Id .
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Please contact the undersigned if there are any questions.

sy

Thomas Cchen

Edward A. Yorkgitis, Jr.
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
3050 K. Street, NW

Suite 400

Washingion, DC 20007
Tel. (202) 342-8518

Fax. (202) 342-8451

Counsel for Omnilel Communications

_ Enclosuwre:  OmniTel Contract Tariff Filing of September 23, 2008 with the State of lowa

cC:

Department of Commerce Utilities Board
Verizon’s Supplemental Filing Regarding Dismissal of Respondent OmniTel of
Angust 21, 2008 with the State of Jowa Department of Commerce Utilities Board

A. Bender

S. Deutchman
S. Bergmann
G. Orlando
N. Alexander
D. Stockdale
J. McKee

A. Lewis

J. Hunter

P. Arfuk

L. Engledow
V. Goldberg
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Execttive Secretary

SEP 2.4 2008

1OWA UTILITIES BOARD

.September 24, 2008

BTC Inc. d/bla Western Towa Networks, OmniTel
Communications, Inc. and Premier
Communications, Inc.

7 Notice ofTan'ﬂ' Amendment Pursnant to Board
Order Dated Augqst 292008

Robert F. Holz, Jr.

DAVIS, BROWN, KOEHN, SHORS &
ROBERTS, P.C. '

The Davis Brown Tower

215 10tk Street, Suite 1300

Des Moires, IA 50309

Telephone:  (515) 288-2500
Facsimile:  (515) 243-0654

Bmail: bobholz@davisbrownlaw.com
No
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FILED WiTH

Executive Secrelary
STATE OF IOWA Car
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE SEP 2 4 T008
UTILITIES BOARD
T KOWA UTILITIES BOARD
. MClmetro TMssion Access ' )
Transmission Services LLC d/b/a Verizon. )
Access Transmission Services and MCI )
Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a )
Verizon Business Services, )
. Yy .
Complainants I DOCKET NO. FCU-08-11

)
V. )
)
BTC Inc. d/b/a Westemn Iowa Networks, )
OmniTel Communications, nc. )

and Premier Communications, Inc. ) .
)

. ¥

Respondents }

NOTICE OF TARIFF AMENDMENT
PURSUANT TO BOARD ORDER DATED AUGUST 29, 2008

Consistent with the Board's Order dated August 29, 2008 entitled: "Order
Granting Request for Dismissal of Omnite], Subject to Conditions, and Granting Joint
Request for Extension of Time" (the "Order™), i Docket FCU -08-11 (the "Proceeding™),
and as more filly described below, OmniTel Cox‘nr;:mnications, Inc. ("OmniTel") has filed
an amendment to its intrastate access services tarff

In the Order, the Board conditionélly granted the request by Verizon to dismiss

OmniTel from the Proceeding pursuant to a settlement agreement between Verizon and

1354449
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OmniTel. The Board's condition for OmniTel's final dismissal was that OmmTel specify

and file the Verizon negotiated access rate as a part of OmuiTel's access tariff, make that

rate available to ail qualifying interexchange carriers and obtain approval of the rate by

operation of law or by the Board.
OmniTel concurs with the Effective Access Tariffs as filed by the JTowa

Telecommunications Association in the State of Jowa (the "Taniff"), with certain

" exceptions. OmmiTel continues to concur in the Tariff but, consistent with the Board's .

Order, amends its concurrence by adding anew exception 3; enfitled "Contract Offer.” A
copy of its proposed ax:;ended tanifY is attached.

7 Under the new exception 3 Contract Offer, OmmniTel will charge qualifying
Tnterexchange carriers (IXCs) a "Singte Composite Rate” of $.014 per minute of use for
"OnmiTel Contracted Sexvices” &5 that tenm is defined in the new cxccpﬁon, provided
that the IXCs meet certain terms and conditions. TXCs may meet those terms and
conditions and qualify for the smgle Composite Rate by entering into a contract with
Oxmi Tel, substantially in the same form. as o contract attached as Exhibit A to the
Confract Offei'. 7 '

The Single Composite Rateq}é the; same $.014 per minute of use ame;s
rate negotiated between Verizon and OmniTel in the OmniTel-Verizon settlement
agre&nent and applies to the same scople of services. .As Verizon noted in its
supplemental filing to the Board dated August 21, 2008, the access rate agreed upon by
OmniTel and Verizon was part of a comprehensive set of negotiated trade-offs reflected

in the terms and conditions of the OmniTel-Verizon settlement agreement. The teﬁns



and conditions of exception 3 to the proposed tariff are consistent with those of the
setflement agreement.

Accordingly, OmniTel respectfully requests that, upon the amendment to the
Tariff, exception 3 entitled "Contract Ofc;er", taking eﬁ'gct, the' Board simultaneously
grant Verizon's previously requested dismissal of OmniTel from this proceeding with
prejudice. Omnitel is anthorized to state that Verizon respectfully joins in the foregoing

request.
Respectfully submitted, - -

Robert . Holz, Ir.
DAVIS, BROWN, KO , SHORS &

ROBERTS, P.C.

The Davis Brown Tower

215 10th Street, Suite 1300

Des Moines, IA 50309

Telephone:  515-288-2500

Firm Fax: 515-243-0654

Email: bobholz@davishrownlaw.com

ATTORNEYS FOR -
OMNITEL COMMUNICATIONS, INC.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document on the
following persons and parties as required by the rules of the Jowa Utilities Board:

John R. Perkins

Office of Consumer Advocate
310 Maple Street

Des Moines, TA 50319-0063

Bret A. Dublinske .
Dickinson, Mackaman, Tyler & Hagen, P.C.

699 Walnut Street, Suite 1600 e

Des Moines, 1A 50309

Dated this 24th day September, 2008.

@@M

: Rob@rtF Holz, Ir.



Omnitel Communications, nc. TELEPHONE TARIFF - PART VI

First Revised Sheet No. 78
Filed with Board Cancels Origina} Sheet No. 78

AGCESS SERVICES CONCURRENCE

A. T CONCURRENCE IN RATES AND CHARGES OF NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER
ASSOCIATION TARIFF FCC. NO. 3, 4, AND § AS FILED BY THE OwWA
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION ACCESS SERVICE TARIFF NO. 1

1.  OmniTel Communications, Inc. concurs in the Effective Access Tariffs as filed by the
- lowa Telecommunications Association in the State of lowa.

B, EXCEPTIONS TO IOWA TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION ACCESS SERVICE
TARIFF NO. 1.

1. OmniTel Communications, Inc. does not concurwiﬂ'l lowa Telephone Association Access
Service Tariff No. 1, Section 1.2.2 (E)(1). The OmniTel Communications, Inc. Common
Line rate per access minute of use shall be $0.00. This change is effective May 19, 2004
in compliance with lowa Utilities Board order in Docket No. RMU-03-11, Infrastate Access
Service Charges [199 IAC 22.14(2)"d°(1)}, lssued March 18, 2004.

2. Service under this tatiff is subject to a Carrier Common Line charge of $0.03 per minute
of use from and after May 19, 2004 {o be subsequently billed if the Orders of the lowa
Utlities Board requiring removal of the .$6.03 per minute of use Carrier Common Line
charge are subsequently overiumed.

3. Contract Offer - ' 1 ' (N)

Notwithstanding anything in this Tariff that may be to the contrary, an interexchange
carrier may obtain a "Single Composite Rate" of $0.014 per minute of use for the
access services contracted by entry Info a Contract with OmniTe!l substantially in the
same form as Exhibit A hereto (hereafter the "Contract”), pursuant to the following

terms and conditions:
_ ISSUED: ‘Sepiember 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE: October 24, 2008
Date Date
BY: __ Ronald J. Laudrer, Jr. Manager Nora Spiings, lowa 50458

MName Tile 0 . Address
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ISSUED:

BY:

ACCESS SERVICES CONCURRENCE

Contract Offer — {Continued)

(A)

(B)

Scope

Commencing pursuant o the terms of the Contrac:t and as provided herein and
ending with the service period(s) included on OmniTel invoices dated July 1,

2011, to any eligible interexchange carrier that elects o enter info a Coniract-in
accordance with the requirements set forth below, OmniTel will charge for
“OmniTel Contracted Services® a Single Composite Rate of $0.014 per minute of
use (“$0.014/mou”) (hereafler the °Single Composite Rate”). “OmniTel
Contracied Services”™ means inirasiate interexchange Yraffic (a} delivered by
{Name of Interexchange Carrier (“the IXC™)] to OmniTel for delivery to customers
of OmniTel of (b} originated by customers of OmniTe! and delivered by OmniTal
tc the IXC commencing with the effeciiveness of the Single Composite Rate in
accordance with the terms of the Contract. OmniTel and the IXC agree that tha
Single Composite Rate of $0.014 per minute of use for otiginating and
terminating infrastate traffic inclides without limitation local switching, carmier
common fine, transport facility (mileage) for fandem-host or host-remote,

_transport termination for tandem-host or hosf-remote, cornmon trunk port for

tandem-host or host-remote, information surcharge, residual interconnection
charge, S87 Signaling, and 800 database queries.

Eligibifity
Each -IXC who executes the Contract will be eligible to obtain the Singie
Composite Rate from OmniTel, in accordance with the ferms of the Contract.

&) Terms and Conditions
1

Within ten (10) days of executing the Contract, and as a condiicn
precedent fo the Single Composiie Rate becoming sffective, the IXC shall
have made all necessary payments fo OmniTel to bring current all
outstanding inveoices for “OmniTel Services” provided by OmniTel to the
IXC through and including the service period covered by invoices dated
sixty {60} days o more prior to the execufion of the Contract (such invoices,
referred to as “Outstanding Invoices™). "OmmiTel Services™ means the
services that the IXC has used and that OmniTel invoiced as intrastate
switched access services on the Ouistanding Invoices. As provided in the
Contract, the IXC shall agree that, upon paying the Quistanding invoices-as

above, the IXC shall not bring any action, sull, or legal challenge against -

OmniTe! regarding OmmiTel's Services {or charges related to such OminTel
Services} and shall release OmniTel from any claims, liability, and causes
of action related to such OmniTel Services and charges.

September 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE: October 24, 2008

Date Date

Ronald J. { audner, Jr. Manager Nora Springs, lowa 50458

Name Title : Address

(N)
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L _ (C) Terms and Conditions (Continued) . ™)

2. Within five (5) days of execufing the Coniract, and as a further condition
precedent to the Single Composite Rate becoming effective, the 1XC shall
have filed a pleading to dismiss with prejudice each and every pending
proceeding, if any, before any agency or court against OmnTel relating to
any d:spute with OmniTel over Omnitel Services.

3. Upon payment by theg IXC of the Qutstanding tnvoices for OmniTel Services .

: per paragraph 1 sbove, and, if applicable and as a further condition
] precedent to the Single Composite Rate becoming effeciive, once every
agency or couit dismisses every pending proceeding (or other action), ¥
any, with prejudice per paragraph 2 above, a $0.014/mou rate for all
OmniTel Contracted Services shall take effect and shall apply prospectively
to each future invoice for service periods after those included in the
"Outstanding Invoices through and including the service period covered by
OmpiTel's July 1, 2011 invoices, as follows:

(i} The prospective rate for OmniTel Contracted Services through the
service period covered by OmniTel's July 1, 2011 invoices will be a
Single Composite Rate of $0.014/mou {and no other charge).

(i) Once the $0.0414/mou rate becomes effective, Invoices for services
invoiced by OmniTel as switched access services dated prior fo the
date that the Single Composite Rate becomes eifective for service

* periods postdating the service periods included in the Outstanding
invoices will be restated at $0.014/meu and will be due within thirty
{30) days of the restated invoice date, inclusive. Such services as are
subject to this subparagraph (ii} shall cotherwise be considered
OmniTel Contracted Services for purpeses of the Contract.

* 4. As provided in the Contract, OmniTel shall, for the duration of the service -
periods covered up io and including the service period(s) included on
OmniTel invoices dated July +, 2011, confinue to designate as its point of
interconnection with lowa Network Services ("INS”) its existing paint of
interconnection, so that the IXC may continue to deliver all interexchange
traffic fo OmniTe! through INS at that point and receive all interexchiange
traffic from OmniTel through INS at that point.

ISSUED: September 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE; Qctober 24, 2008

Date Date
BY: Ronald J.  audner, Jr. Manager Mora Springs, lowa 50458

Name Titte ~ Address
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. {C) Terms and Conditions (Continued) (N}
5. By executing the Contract and as provided therein, the IXC may not
"chatlenge” OmniTel’s invoices relating fo or reflecting the $0.014/mou rate
for OmniTe! Contracted Services except that the IXC could reserve its right
to challenge in good faith charges submitted by OmniTel for (I} etrors in
voiumes of traffic or (i) errors in calculations, or (i} types of amangements
for traffic not involving “Third Parties.” “Third Parties” mean free or low rate
conference calling companies, free or low rate conlerence calling service
companiés, and chat line companies. The IXC may not challenge
interexchange traffic that OmniTel exchanges with the IXC and that
OmniTel also delivers to ar receives from "Third Parties” as not bsing
OrmniTel Confracted Services or as being illegal or not compensable as
OmniTel Contracted Services under-the Coniract or ofherwise for any
reason whatsoever. The term “challenge” is used in its broadest sense to -
meen bringing any type of action, suit, or legal challenge or dispute against
OmniTel, involving any type of claim, before any type of decision maker.

B. As provided in the Contract, the obligations of OmniTel and the IXC o
adhete fo and accept the Single Composife Rate of $0.014/mou for
OmniTel Contracted Services and the other tenms, and conditions set forth
in the Contract through the service period(s) covered by CmniTel's July 1,
2011 involces will be unaffected by IUB and Federal Communications
Commission orders, rules, or other detenninations issued after the date of
execution of the Contract, including but not limited to interpretations of the
term “"swiiched access traffic,” if any, as may be found elsewhere in this
Tariff.

7. in accordance with the terms of the Confract, the IXC and OmniTel each
release all claims against the other related to OmniTel Services.

! 8.  OmniTel and the 1XC shall cooperate to take all necessary or appropriate
’ © ™ actions to give full force and effect to the Contract and the IXC's election to
: take the service plan offered hereby.

ISSVUED: Seplember 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE: Oclober 24, 2008
Date Date
BY: Ronald J. Laudner, J_r. Manager Nora Sorings, iowa 50458

Name Title Address
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Exhibit “A"

CONTRACT

OmniTel and {IXC] (individually a “Parly” and collectively the “Pariies”) hereby execute this
Contract (the *Contract”) in accordance with {cie to provisions of Tariff amendment}, on [date];

REC{ FALS

WHEREAS, OmniTel is a local exchange camier that pruwdes among other services,
switched access setvice 1o interexchange carmiers;

WHEREAS, [Name of XC] and OmniTeal wish to enter info this Contract for the provision

“and invoicing by OmniTel fo [Name of iIXC] of “OmniTel Contracted Services” (as defined

herein};

WHEREAS, the Parties wish for OmniTet {o charge [Name of IXC] the “Single Composite
Rate” (as defined herein) for "OmniTel Contracted Services” in accordance with the terms and
cond:tlons of this Contract;

WHEREAS, the State of lowa Department of Commerce Utilities Board ("IUB”) has

" approved the offer contained in this Contract on fadd date];

NOW THEREFORE, in considerafion of the mutual promises and obligations '-co,ntair‘ied
herein, the sufficiency of which Is acknowledged by the Pariies, the Parlies agree as set forih
below,

ISSUED: September 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE: October 24, 2008

Date Date
BY: Ronald J. Laudner, Jr.___ Manager Nora Springs, lowa 50458 _

Name Title Address
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MUTUAL PROMISES AND OBLIGATIONS

1. Recitals: The foregoing Recitals are incorporated into and made a part of this
Contract. : : :

2. Pavyment: Within tert (10) days of execuling the Contract, and as a condition
precedent to the "Single Gomposite Rate” (as defined herein) becoming effective, {Name of IXC]
shall have made all necessary payments to OmniTel fo bring current all outstanding invoices for
“‘OmniTel Setrvices™ provided by OmniTel to {[Name of [XC} through and including the service
period covered by invoices dated sixty {60) days or mors prior to the execufion of this Contract
{such invoices, referred to as "Outstanding Invoices”). "OmniTel Services” means the services
that the IXC has used and that OmniTe! invoiced as infrastate switched access services on the
Outstanding Invoices.

3. Dismissal of Any Pending Litigation; Within five (5} days of executing the
Contract, and as a further condition precedent to the Single Composite Raie becoming effective,
[Mame of IXC] shall have filed a pleading to dismiss with prejudice each and every pending
proceeding, if any, before any agency or court against OmniTel relating to any dispute with
OmniTel over OmniTel Services. ’

4, SingleComposite Rate for  OmniTel Services Provided by Omnitel fo}
Oyiginating ot Teyminating Intrastate Access Traffic Until July 1, 2011 Invoices:

Upon fulfilment of all the conditions precedent in Sections 2 and 3, and as a further
condition precedent 1o the Single Composite Rate becoming effective, once every agency or
court dismisses every pending proceeding (or other ac'aon) against OmniTel, i any, with
prejudice per Section 3 above, then:

0] OmniTel will charge [Name of [XC] for "OmniTel Confracted Services™ a Single

Composite Rate of $0.014 per minute of use ("$0.014/mou”) (hereafter the "Single

Composite Rate™). “"OmniTel Contracted Services” means infrastate interexchange
traffic {a) defivered by [Name of 1XC] to OmniTel for delivery to customers of OmniTel or
{b) criginated by customers of OmniTel and delivered by OmniTei to [Name of IXC}
commencing with the effectiveness of the Single Composite Rats in accordance with the
terms of this Confract. CmniTel and {Name of IXC] agree that the Single Composiie
Rate of $0.014 per minute of use for originating and terminating infrastate wwaffic includes
without limitation local switching, carrier common line, transport facility {mileage) for
tandern-host or host-remote, transport termination for tandem-host or host-remote,

common trunk port for tandem-host or host-remote, information surcharge, residual .

interconnection charge, S57 Signaling, and 800 database queries.

ISSUED: September 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE: October 24, 2008
Date Date
BY: Ronald J. Laudner, Jr. Manager MNora Springs, towa 50458

Nameé Title Address

(N},
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4. Single Composite_Rate for OmniTel Services Provided by OmniTel for

Criginating or Terminating Intrastate Access Traffic Until July 1, 2011 invoices (Confinued)

(i} The prospective rate for OmniTel Contracted Services through the service period
covered by Omnitel's July 1, 2011 invoices will be a Single Composite Rate of
$0.014/mou (and no other charge).

{iiy  Once the $0.014/mou rate becomes effactive, invoices for services invoiced by
OmniTel as switched access satvices dated prior to the date that the Single Composite
Rate becomes effective for service periods postdating the service periods included in the
Outstanding Invoices will be restated at $0.014/mou and will be due within thirty (30)
days of the restated invoice date, inclusive. Such services as are subject to this
subparagraph (i) shall otherwise be considered OmniTel Coniracted Services for
purposes of this Contract. .

5. Retention of Existing interconnection Point: OmniTel shall, for the duration of the

service period covered up to and including OtniTel's July 1, 2011 invoices, continue to
designate as its point of interconnection with lowa Network Services ("INS") its existing point of
interconnection, so that the [Name of IXC] may continue to deliver all interexchange iraffic to
OrmniTel through INS at that point and receive all interexchange traffic from OmniTe! through
INS at that point. ) ’

6. Effect of FCC OR IUB Order; Agreement Not to Challenge:

a. The Parties' obligations to adhers to and accept the Single Composite Rate of
$0.014/mou and the other terms, and conditions set forth in this Contract through the
service period(s) covered by OmniTel's July 1, 2011 invoices wil not be affected by any
IUB or Federal Communications Commission or onder, rule, or oiher determination
issued after the date of this Confract, including but not limited fo interpretations of the
term “switched access traffic,” if any, as may be found in OmniTel’s intrastate tariff.

b. By executing this Contract and as provided herein, [Name of IXC}] may not
"challenge” OmmniTel's invoices refating to- or reflecting the $0.014/mou rate for OmniTsl
Contracted Services except that [Name of IXC] reserves its right to challenge in good

faith charges submitted by OmniTel for (i) ervors in volumes of traffic or (i) emots in

calculations, or {{ii) types of arrangements for traffic not invelving *Third Parties. "Third
Parties” mean free or low rate conference calling companies, free or low rate conference
calling service companies, and chat line companies. [Name of IXC] may not challenge
interexchange traffic that OmniTel exchanges with the [Name of IXC] and that OmniTel
also delivers to or receives from "Third Parties® as not being OmniTel Coniracted
Services or as being illegal or nat compensable as CmniTel Contracted Services under
the Contract or otherwise for any reason whatsoever. The term “challenge” is used in its
broadest sense to mean bringing any type of action, suit, or legal challenge or dispute
against OmniTel, involving any type of claim, before any type of decision maker.

ISSUED: September 24, 2008 ~ EFFECTIVE: QOcicher 24, 2008

Date Date
BY: Ronald .J. Laudner, Jr. Manager  Nora Springs, lowa_50458

Name Title Address

{N)
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6. Effect of FCC OR IUB Order; Agreement Not to Challenge (Continued)

C. IName uf IXC] agrees not to bring any action, suif, or legal challenge against
OmniTel for OmniTel Services (or the invoices related to such-services}).

7. Release: OmniTel and [Name of IXC] their predecessors, suceessors, parents,
direct subsidiaries, indirect subsidiaries, affiliates, assigns, heirs and agents, release and
forever discharge each other, and each of their respective owners, members, managers,
stockholders, predecessors, successors, assigns, agenis, directors, officers, employess, direct
and indirect parent companies, divisions, direct and indirect subsidiaries, affiliates, related
_ companies or other representatives, and independent contractors, whether curment, former, of

future, and all persons or enfities acting by, through, under or in concert with any of them, from
any and all actions, causes of action, claims, suits, debts, damages, judgments, liabilities,
demands and controversies whatsoever, whether matured or unmatured, whether at law or in
equity, whether before a local, state or federal court or state or federal administrative agency or
commission, and whether now known or unknown, liguidated or unliquidated, that they now
have or may have had, or thereafter claim to have had, related to OmniTel Services.

a. Effectiveness of Release: The Parfies agree that the Reiease in Section 7 in this
Contract shall be fully and finally legally effective upon fulfiliment of [Name of IXC]'s obligations
under Section 2 and dismissal with prejudice of any and all pending litigation pursuant fo
Section 3. C .

9. Binding Agreement: This Contract is binding on the Parties and their respective
successors, heirs, legal representafives, and assigns. The person executing this Condract on
behalf of OmniTel, and the person execuling this Contract on behalf of Name of [XC], each
represents and warrant that he or she is duly authorized to execute and deliver this Contract on
behalf of said Party, and that this Confract is binding on said Party.

10.  Governing Law: The Gontract, including.all matters of construction, validiy, and
performance shall be governed by, and construed in accordance with, the laws of lowa without
giving effect to the choice of law or confiicts of [aw provisions thereof.

1. Cooperation: The Parlies agree to cooperate fully, io execute any and all
supplementary documents and 1o take all addifonal actions that may be necessasy or
appropriate to give filfl force and effect to the terns and intent of this Contract.

12. Counterparts: This Contract may be execuied in counierparts, each of which
shall be desmed an original, but all of which together shall constitute one and fie same
instrument.

N)

{SSUED: September 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE: Ociober 24, 2008
Date Date
BY: Ronald .k Eaudner, Jr. Manager MNora Springs, lowa 50488

Name ) Titie Address
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13. Construction: The Parties acknowledge, represent and wamrant that each has
been fully advised by its aftomey(s) conceming the execution of this Contract, that each has
fully read and understands the terms of this Contract, and that each has freely and voluntarily
executed this Confract. Each Party has participated in the creation of this Confract. No legal

_principle interpreting the Contract against the drafter will apply.

14,  Modification:- This Contract may be modified only by a wtitten document signed
by both Parties. :

18. No Waiver: No fallure or delay by any Party in exercising any right, pawer, or
privilege under this Contract shall operate as a waiver thereof, nor shall any single or partial
exercise fhersof preclude any other or furher exercise of any right, power or privilege
hereunder.

16. Notices: Al notices, requests or other communications in connection with er
refafing to this Agreernent must be in writing and sent by {a} certified mall, with retum receipt
requested, (b} Federal Express or other overnight service, or (¢} both (i} by either facsimile or
email and {ii) by regular mail. A notice shall be deemed to have been deliverad on the date that
it Is received.

OmniTel will send all notices under this Contract to:

1

fhame of IXC] will send all notices under this Coniract to:

* Ronald Laudner ' oo
OmniTel Communications, Inc.
608 East Congress
Nora Springs, 1A 50458
Fax: (641) 749-9578

ISSUED: September 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE: Ociober 24, 2008
Date Date
BY: Ronald J. Laudner, Jr. Manager Nora Springs, lowa 50458

Name ’ Title Address

(N)
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with a copy, which shall not canstitute notice, to

Thomas Cohen

Edward A. Yorkgitis, Jr.

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
3050 K Street, NW_, Suite 400
Washington D.C. 20007-5108
Fax: (202) 342-8451

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have fully executed this Contract as of the date of

the last signature below.

OMNITEL COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

. Signature

Printed Name

Title

Date

[NAME OF IXC]

.= Signature

Sheet No. 87

FEEETTY

Printed Name

Tide ~

Date

ISSUED: Sepiember 24, 2008 EFFECTIVE: October 24, 2008
Date Date

ay: . Ronaid J. L audner, Jr. Manager Nora Springs, lowa_50458
Namea Title . Address )

(N)




STATE OF IOWA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
IOWA UTILITIES BOARD .

MCImetre Transmission Access
Transmission Services LLC d/bfa Verizon
Access Transmission Services and MCI
Communications Services, Inc. d/bfa Verizon
Business Services,

Complainants
V. DOCEKET NO. FCU-08-11

BTC Inc. d/b/fa Western lowa Networks,
OmniTe! Communications, Inc. and Premier
Communications, Inc.

Respondents

YERIZON’S SUPPLEMENTAL FILING REGARDING
DISMISSAL: OF RESPONDENT OMNITEL

On May 29, 2008, Verizon filed its Complaint in the above-captioned action against three
CLECs. Oa July 25, 2008, Verizon informed the Board. that Verizon and OmniTe}l had resolved
their dispute. Pursuant to the terms of its settlement agreement with OmniTel, Verizon dismissed
OmniTe] from this proceeding with prejudice. On August 12, 2008, the Board issued an order
holding OmniTel’s dismissal in abeyance until Verizon makes asupple;rlental filing that satisftes
the réquiremcnts of 199 TAC 7.18. The Board stated that Verizon’s dismissal of OmniTel did nﬁt
“contain a statement adequate to advise the Board and the parties not joining the proposal of the
scope and grounds for settlement,” and specifically stated that Verizon must indicate whether (i} -
the terms of its settlement with OmniTel are available to the non-settling parties and (i)

OmniTel will be required to file 2 revised tariff with the Board that complies with the terms of



the seftffement. See Order Granting Motion for Extension and Holding Request for Dismissal

Abeyance, Docket No. FCU-08-11 (“Order™), at 3.

INTRODUCTION

This supplemental filing provides the information the Board has directed Verizon to
provide, but Verizon does not concede that 199 IAC 7.18 applies in this complaint proceeding,
where two private litigants have voluntarily settled a bilateral dispute between tl;en;l, Instead, the
rale is directed to cases where one or more parties contest a proposed settlement agreed to by
other parties, and contemplates rate proceedings and other quasi-legislative cases where Board
action is required and where multiple parties have an interest in a comprehensive settlement
proposal. That is not the case here, where Verizon has brought separate claims against three
separate CLECs. No party has contested the resolution of the dispute between Verizon and
OmmniTel and all of the respondents are represented by the same counsel. Moreover, requiring the
disclosures the Board asserts are contemplated by 199 IAC 7.18 would discourage private
setilements, causing litigants (and the Board) to waste respurces litigating claims that counid be
resolved but for these new filing requirements.

The Board has consisteptly permitted and encouraged parties to enter into private
settlement agreements like the one between Verizon and OmniTel, and it has not previously
required settling parties to make the sort of filing requested of Verizon here. For example, when
ATEYT settled its claims against a subset of the respondents in another traffic pumping case
before the Beard, the Board accepted simple joint notices from AT&T and several respondents

informing the Board that they “have setiled their disputes at issue.”! The Board should not

! See Joint Motice of Intervenor AT&T and Respondent Farmers-Riceville, Docket No. FCU-07-02 (filed Jan. 29,
2008); Joint Notice of Intervenor AT&T and Respondent Reasnor, Docket No. FCU-07-02 (filed Jan. 31, 2008);
Joint Notice of Intervenor AT&T and Respondent Interstate 35 Telephose Company, Docket No. FCU-07-02 (filed
Apr. 18, 2008).



abandon its traditional pro-settlement policy with respect to bilateral disputes between private
litigants.

To the extent the Board is secking to ensure uniformity of seftlement opportunities
among all parties in the litigation, that policy interest does not apply to the facts of this particular
case. There are no [XCs other than Verizon in this case, and it is clear from the other access
cases before the Board that other IXCs are able to and have asserted their rights to challenge
access practices of rural LECs. The two non-settling CLECs are representaed by common counsel
with OmniTel and do not need or seek application of 199 IAC 7.18. In short, there are no actual
paties to this case to whom the Board®s apparent policy concerns apply.”

However, without waiving its right to challenge the applicability of 199 IAC 7.18 o
Verizon’s dismissal of OmniTel, Verizon hereby provides the sqpplemcntal information the

Board has requested.

DISCUSSION

A.  The Scoepe and Grourds {for the Verizon-OmniTel Settlement.

Verizon’s complaint alleges t}:at Respondents have employed one or more arbitrage
schemes, including a “traffic pumping” scheme, to victimize Verizon to the tune of millions of
dollars. Verizon initiated this proceeding to obtain relief from each of the schemes perpetrated by
each Respondent, and has sought — consistent wzth the Board’s policy favoring voluntary
resolution of disputes — to settle its claims against them. The Verizon-OmniTel setflement
agreement settles all of the disputes between the two parties and was entered into out of a mutual

desire to avoid the necessity, expense, inconvenience, and uncertainty of Hiigation.

? ATET's panial seulement in FCU-07-2 raises more compelling uniformity issnes because that case involves
several different IXC complainants and numerous LEC respondents ~ most of which are represented hy separate
counsel.



Confidentiality restrictions prechide Verizon from disclosing the precise terms of ifs
settlement with OmniTel, but the scope and grounds for the Verizon-OmniTel settlement are (i}
OmniTel agreed, as part of a comprehensive set of negotiated trade-offs, to charge Verizon a
single composite rate for originating and temunahng intrastate and interstate switched access,
traffic for the next three years; and (ii) Verizon agreed, based on the same set of negotiated
factors, to make a lump-sum payment to OmniTel to settle the “past-due™ amount that OmniTel
claimed Verizon owed for payments that Verizon had withheld for charges associated with
OmniTel’s traffic pumping scheme.’ Verizon's basis for settling based on a modification of
OmniTel's going-forward rate 1s that Verizon seeks 1o stop OmniTel’s traffic pumping and other

illepal conduct by reducing OmniTel’s incentives to engage in arbitrage.

B. The Prospective Rates in the Verizon-OmniTel Settlen-lent Are Available to BTC
and Premier Provided That They Agree to Tailor Their Settlement Agreements
Appropriately.

The non-settling parties, who are represented by the same counsel as OmniTel, are aware
of the scope and grounds of fhe Verizon-OmniTel agreement. Verizon’s settlement discussions
with BTC and Premier have advanced more slowly than its settlement discussions with OmmiTel,
but Verizon is willing to use the OmniTel framework ~ including the same prospective
composite rate — as a model for settlmg its claims against BTC and Premier, provided that the
specifics of the settiement are tailored to each Respondent’s relationship with Verizon.

Although each Respondent employed a similar arbitrage scheme to pump up traffic levels

to Verizon, there are also differences regarding the nature of their conduct and the injury to

? Several days after Verizon gave OmniTe! courtesy notice of Verizon's intent to injtiate the present litigation,

OmuniTel filed a complzint before the Federal District Conrt for the Eastern District of Virginia seeking payment of
the switched access charges that Verizon had withheld. See Complaint and Demand For Jury Trial, Bluegrass
Telephone Compeny, Inc., OnmiTel Communications, Inc., Tekstar Comrmumications, inc., The Farmers Telephone
Company of Riceville, lowa, Inc., v. MCI Comununications Services, Inc. dib/e/ Verizon Business Services, Docket
No. LOSCVSI3GLB/TRI (U.S. Dist. ED. Va. filed May 21, 2008). OmniTel subsequently withdrew that
cemplaint, the subject matter of which is covered by the parties” settlement agreement.



Verizon. For example, because each Respondent’s traffic volumes and switched access rates with
respect to Verizon are different, each Respondent’s traffic pumping has resulted in different
fevels of billings to Verizon and different “past-due™ amounts that Respondents claim Verizon
owes them. See Complaint, § 21, Exhibits A-C. Moreover, the alleged illegal transport routing
schemes involve substantially different amounts of transport, and different facts regarding

whether or not charges for interLATA transport were improperly assessed. Jd, §24-28.

Those and ;)thcr factual differences mean that the exact terms of the OmniTel-Verizon
settlement cannot be applied to Verizon’s possible settlements with BTC and Premier. However,
Verizon would be willing to settle with BTC and Premier based on the same prospective
composite switched access rate contained in the Verizon-OmniTel settlement, provided that BTC
and Premier agree to a lump sum payment that is .taiiored to the facts relating to their specific

conduct and purported “past-due” amounts.®

C. OmniTe] Is Contractually and Legally Obligated to Make All Necessary Tariff or
Other Fitings. )

The Board also appears to suggest that Verizon's dismissal filing was deficient because
Verizon did not state “whether OmmniTel will be reguired to file a revised tariff with the Board
that complies with the terms of the settlement” Order at 3 (emphasis added). Nothing in
199 TAC 7.18 requires such a statement, and in any event Verizon is unable to respond on
OmniTel’s behalf. While OmniTel has not authorized Verizon to speak on its behalf, Verizon
can state that under the settlement agreement, OmniTel agrees to make any regulatory or tariff

filings that may be necessary to comply with the terms of the settlement agreement.

Also, some types of conduct — such as Premier's alleged status as a sham CLEC (id,, § 32) — can affect each
?any’s litigation prospects in ways that obviously inform the specifics of a possible settlement.

Of course, any settlement discussion with BTC or Premier based on the OmmiTel settlement agresment would
take place subject to the confidentiality resirictions i that apreement.



CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above, Verizon respectfully requests that the Board dismiss with

prejudice Verizon’s claims against OmniTel.

Respectfully submitied on August 21, 2008.
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